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ABSTRACT 
 No Doors: A Personal Exploration of Movement and Technology, details the 
interdisciplinary strategies that were used in the making of a series of 
interactive/reactive/immersive (IRI) installations that drew audiences into an experience 
and encouraged active observation and/or participation. The interdisciplinary IRI 
installations described in this document combined movement, sculpture, production 
design, and various forms of media and technology with environments in which 
participants had agency. In the process of developing this work, the artist considered 
several concepts and practices: site-specific, various technologies, real-time processing, 
participant experience, embodied exploration, and hidden activity. Throughout the 
creative process, the researcher conducted a series of four focus labs in which a small 
audience was invited to engage with the work as a way of gathering data about the 
effectiveness of the installations in facilitating active audience observation and/or 
participation. The data collected after each focus lab informed the revision of the work in 
preparation for the next focus lab, with the ultimate result being the production of a final 
exhibition of five interdisciplinary IRI installations. The installations detailed in this 
document were loosely based on five elements: water, fire, air, earth, and spirit. 
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INTRODUCTION 
As I look back at the past 36 years, I realize there are several factors that have 
consistently influenced me: fervor for movement, curiosity about technology, and thirst 
for knowledge. My compulsion for movement started at a very young age and—with the 
exception of a five-year period during early adulthood—has been a part of the landscape 
of my life ever since. My interest in technology has also been consistently present in my 
life and stems from my father, a self-taught computer genius who built and maintained 
computers for a living. My never-ending need for knowledge, similarly, is inspired by my 
mother who was a math teacher. Both my parents encouraged me to dream, explore, and 
be curious about the world around me, making me feel as though I was capable of 
achieving anything to which I aspired. Thus, I aspired to become a professional dancer. 
My lineage with movement began first in Vaganova ballet technique and then in 
Horton and Graham modern dance techniques. The performing and choreographic 
opportunities that existed for me were primarily in Western concert dance, which meant 
that most of the works I performed and choreographed were created for the proscenium 
stage. Therefore, my early experiences in dance were defined by a very specific set of 
parameters. Dancers’ bodies and abilities had to meet a narrowly confined set of 
guidelines; dance training included only codified techniques; dance performance was 
done on a stage; dance choreography was done for the stage; and dance audiences did not 
contribute to or participate in the creation of the work. Dance created a world with a set 
of boundaries that were extremely exclusive and difficult to penetrate. Although I, 
personally, met all of the needed criteria to succeed as a professional dancer in this 
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context, I couldn’t help but see and feel the devastating restriction this narrow view 
perpetuated. I empathized with those who were excluded. 
While working toward my undergraduate degree in my early thirties, I began to 
see my first glimpses of a different kind of dance world—one that cultivated an 
environment of broader inclusivity for both the performers and the audience. I was 
introduced to other concepts in movement through postmodern dance, choreography, 
improvisation, Gaga, Laban Movement Analysis (LMA), and dance kinesiology. 
Postmodern dance challenged my ideas about the body, my ideas about the role of the 
audience, and my ideas about the rigid structures that were indicative of most codified 
techniques. Improvisation—a way of exploring and generating real-time movement 
compositions—afforded me a sense of autonomy and agency in my movement and my 
movement exploration. Gaga, a movement practice developed by Ohad Naharin that is 
focused on the individual's embodied connection to imagery, gave me permission to 
experience movement in my body without fear of judgment (Galili, 2015). LMA is a 
conceptual framework for evaluating the functionality of the movement and is based on 
the relationships between body, effort, shape, and space (Tzvetanova Yung, Piebalga, 
Piebalga, Alise, & Ebrary., Inc., 2013). The LMA framework led me to more deeply 
consider the role of the body and its movement as a way of creating participant 
experiences that place significant value on embodiment as part of design. Dance 
kinesiology, which focuses on the physical possibilities of movement, enlightened me to 
the limitations of the body in a way that would later inform my design of participant 
interactions. 
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Through my choreographic coursework, I was also introduced to other 
mechanisms for displaying and performing movement through site-specific work and 
screendance. Site-specific work is created in alternative spaces to the proscenium and 
calls upon the space as a way of informing the content of the performance, thereby 
adding an element or variable of possibility to the composition process. Site-specific 
work challenged my ideas about the dynamics between audience and performer, 
performer and performance space, and performance and accessibility. Screendance 
challenged me in the same ways as site-specific work, but it further challenged my ideas 
about the ephemerality of dance as well as my ideas about audience agency in 
viewing/receiving the work. Typically, when a work is performed live, it exists solely in 
that moment, and the audience can only engage with the work in that moment. However, 
screendance work is meant to have a more permanent footprint and can be viewed in 
segments of the viewer’s choosing. In addition, screendance introduces additional 
elements into the creative process. The camera needs to be choreographed and directed 
just like a dancing body, and editing the film can serve as a tool to clarify and refine each 
frame of footage in the same way that rehearsals are a way of clarifying and refining 
movement. Not only did screendance provide me with the perfect outlet to directly 
connect movement and technology, but it also gave me new ways to disseminate my 
work. As I recognized earlier, dance that is performed on the proscenium stage is 
typically attended by a particular demographic of people and can only be viewed in a 
specifically predetermined manner; however, screendance projects have the potential to 
reach a wider global demographic.  
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These new concepts regarding the creation and performance of movement offered 
me a broader spectrum of possibilities than the ones to which I had previously been 
exposed through my traditional Western dance training and offered me new ideas for how 
I might create work outside of the proscenium. As dance was becoming less esoteric, 
autonomous, and inaccessible for me, I was quickly realizing that these new concepts 
were opportunities for personal growth. However, I wanted more. Knowing that I was 
only beginning to skim the surface of these paradigms for dance, I set out to find a Master 
of Fine Arts (MFA) program that would allow me to continue cultivating my skills not 
only as a mover and choreographer but also as an interdisciplinary artist, designer, and 
technologist. 
Upon entering the MFA in Dance with a concentration in Interdisciplinary Digital 
Media and Performance program at Arizona State University (ASU), I was immediately 
rewarded with a wealth of opportunities to further my exploration of movement and 
technology. I was exposed to even more movement concepts through somatics and 
contact improvisation. Somatics gave me an outlet to reconnect with my body's unique 
patterns of movement as well as a platform to think about and experience the detail and 
nuance afforded when strengthening the connection between the mind and body. Contact 
improvisation provided me with a new way of listening with and through the body and 
taught me to create an environment in which all participants had equal agency in the 
movement. 
In addition to these new movement concepts, I obtained new technological tools 
as well. Learning Adobe Premiere and Adobe After Effects helped develop my video 
editing skills far beyond where they had been prior to entering the program, which 
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empowered me to be able to manipulate video with more complexity and finesse. Gaining 
a working knowledge of Max/MSP, Isadora, and PureData made it possible for me to 
integrate real-time sensing and media manipulation techniques into my creative work 
both on and off the stage. In addition, the open-source electronic prototyping platform 
Arduino became yet another resource for tracking and sensing, especially as it relates to 
movement tracking and sensing. Just as I had hoped, my MFA studies exposed me to 
cutting-edge technological tools and training. I began to see the vast possibilities for 
integrating movement and technology together as a mechanism for disseminating my 
work and for creating interactive audience experiences far beyond anything I had known 
before.  
One of the most valuable tools I acquired through my MFA program was a new 
theoretical lens for looking at movement and technology. It began in my first semester 
with my Graduate Pedagogy class where I was introduced to the concepts of 
constructivism and multiple intelligences. According to Jean Piaget’s constructivist 
theories, we construct knowledge and determine meaning based on our own 
experiences—which are unique to each individual (Carey, Zaitchik, & Bascandziev, 
2015). It is because of this unique history, knowledge base, skill set, and understanding of 
the world that we see and engage differently with our surroundings. Howard Gardner's 
theory of multiple intelligences builds on Piaget’s work by addressing the multiple ways 
in which we possess intelligence. According to Gardner, there are eight intelligences: 
musical-rhythmic, visual-spatial, verbal-linguistic, logical-mathematical, bodily-
kinesthetic, interpersonal, intrapersonal, and naturalistic (Gardner, 2006). All eight 
intelligences are important to consider in the creation of work that involves participant 
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interaction. Our unique perspectives, along with our unique ways of engaging with the 
world, make it impossible to predict every possible participant interaction. There are 
always surprises in how participants will take part in interactive work.  
Another major consideration when designing participatory experiences is the role 
of the body.  In my Palpability and Wearable Computation class, we examined in-depth 
the role of the body in designing wearable technology. This class helped me understand 
the necessity of embodiment as an invaluable tool in the iteration process. Individuals 
must experience for themselves in order to fully understand the implications of the work 
they create for others. In my work, the physical movement of my audience, the 
movement of media on a screen or a projection surface, and the movement of light and 
sound coexist in time and space; movement is not limited to human bodies but is also 
present in objects and media. 
Exposure to the concepts presented in these courses helped me begin to see and 
question the possibilities afforded by integrating movement and technology and the ideas 
and relationships around movement, technology, embodiment, space, agency, and 
control. I began to see the potential for intersecting performer and audience member, 
choreographer and contributor. Thus, my creative endeavors became centered around my 
need to imagine and conjure new strategies for bringing movement to audiences in ways 
that I felt were more inclusive, inviting, and accessible as well as more participatory and 
interactive. 
I became interested in exploring the potential of work that is interactive, reactive, 
and immersive, and that prioritizes the physical movement of the participant. Interactive 
work allows for participant agency and autonomy within the work and can result in an 
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exponentially large set of outcomes. Reactive work, alternatively, is based on a narrowly 
defined set of parameters that usually offers the participant one choice with one 
predetermined outcome. Immersive work is meant to intentionally transform a space in a 
way that makes the participant feel entirely enveloped in the artistic work. While each of 
these practices is an established way of making work, I became most interested in 
utilizing my expanded skillset—my toolkit, as I would consider it—to create 
interdisciplinary interactive/reactive/immersive (IRI) works that combine or include 
elements of each. I discovered a passion for exploring creative processes and developing 
work that capitalized on a multitude of different media including, but not limited to, 
movement, digital media design, projection design, production design, sculpture, live 
video manipulation, and sensor technologies. 
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BACKGROUND 
At this point in my artistic trajectory, my focus is on creating interdisciplinary 
interactive/reactive/immersive (IRI) installations that activate my audience and encourage 
their participation. There are four main areas present in the work I am creating: 1) site-
specific concepts and practices, 2) video and sound concepts and practices, 3) real-time 
processing concepts and practices, and 4) participant experience concepts and practices. 
To ground my own work, I have begun to explore these concepts in the work of other 
artists as well as in my own practice, research, and creative work. Although in my own 
work these four areas exist in the fluid dynamic between each other, for the sake of 
explanation I will define each area disparately.  
Site-Specific Concepts and Practices (SSCP) 
The Practice. Site-specific artwork—regardless of the medium (sound, dance, 
sculpture, etc.)—takes the ‘living environment’ where it is to be performed or 
experienced into consideration as part of the iteration process. The location is as much a 
part of the work as the work that is being created. For example, “Phantom Railings,” an 
interactive sound sculpture in central London, is as much about the sound interaction as it 
is about the social implications of the work being in that park; the two are completely 
interconnected (Stirling, n.d.). When working in a site-specific way, the artist can choose 
to complement the space or contrast the space; the important thing is that the artist factors 
the space into the creation of the work. 
It could be argued that all artistic work is site-specific. For example, a 
choreographer who creates work for the proscenium is taking into consideration that there 
will be a stage on which the performers will dance, wings for the dancers to enter and 
  
9 
exit, a cyclorama for the dancers to cross behind the stage, and a clear demarcation 
between audience and performer that provides a specific vantage point for observing the 
work. A choreographer who creates work to be performed outside by a water fountain, 
however, might take into consideration the dancing surface surrounding the fountain; the 
sound of the water; the elements of water, air, or earth; and the relationship of audience to 
performer. Both of these examples—the proscenium and the water fountain—illustrate 
how the ‘living environment’ of the work can and should be taken into consideration 
because each of these ‘living environments’ will yield a unique set of outcomes. 
Another component of site-specific artwork that must be considered is the role of 
the audience. One of the major catalysts for artists to create work that is site-specific is 
that this type of work either encourages or requires audiences to interact with the artwork 
beyond sitting in a theatre or moseying through a gallery. For example, in “Phantom 
Railings,” people walking down the street next to the installation trigger the sounds; upon 
discovering this, people can choose how they would like to proceed. They can continue 
walking along next to the installation, move away from the installation so that they are no 
longer triggering the sound, or they can stop and play with the installation. In any case, 
the audience possess the power of choice (Stirling, n.d.). 
Influences on My Work. An artist whose site-specific work has had a significant 
impact on me is Olafur Eliasson. According to his website, "Olafur Eliasson’s art is 
driven by his interests in perception, movement, embodied experience, and feelings of 
self” (Eliasson, n.d.).  Eliasson stresses the importance of considering space—how we 
use space, how we exist in space, how we change spaces and spaces change us, and how 
the body relates to those spaces (Eliasson, n.d.). Eliasson's work impacts and inspires me 
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in several ways. I am drawn to the simplicity of his work; he has a way of saying a lot 
with very little. His understanding and use of geometric shapes is not only aesthetically 
pleasing to me, but also taps into my own deep-rooted love for mathematical concepts. 
Eliasson draws on the world around him by pulling ideas of community and climate 
change into the work he creates. Thus, his work speaks to ideas that are vast but 
extremely important in today's sociopolitical climate. Furthermore, his approaches and 
theories about space and the body are very similar to my own. However, the work of 
Eliasson that I had been exposed to prior to starting this project differs from my own in 
that he does not use video and real-time processing (Eliasson, n.d.).  
My Work. At ASU, I took two classes that directly connected to SSCP: Media 
Installations and Site-Responsive Sonic Art. Media Installations is focused on building 
real-time computational systems that manipulate media using a variety of tools. The 
course also investigates historical and contemporary instances of the media installation, 
not only as a form of art but also as a cultural artifact that appears in a variety of contexts 
(Arizona State University, 2017a). Site-Responsive Sonic Art is a course that explores 
how digital media can elicit material from different places and spaces, where the form of 
the resulting work is drawn out from the relationships between the environment, the 
particular technologies employed, and the participants themselves (Arizona State 
University, 2017b). Although both of these courses provide theoretical and practical 
concepts related to site-specific work, their respective topics are quite different. The 
primary focus of the Media Installation course is on building systems that integrate media 
into installation work; whereas, Site-Responsive Sonic Art is primarily focused on the 
relationship between sound and site as a way of building predominantly sonically driven 
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installations. Furthermore, Media Installations uses the software Max/MSP along with 
laptop computers to interface with media; whereas, Site-Responsive Sonic Art uses the 
software PureData along with single-board computers to build self-sustaining installation 
systems. A similar comparison can be seen in the way a visual artist will choose oil paint 
over charcoal pencils, because each medium will yield different results. 
During my time at ASU, I presented multiple creative works. Prior to my thesis 
project, the only one that was focused on SSCP was the piece Verisimilitude—which was 
done in collaboration with ASU, MFA Art candidate, Lily Reeves Montgomery and 
ASU, MFA Dance Alumnus, Fumihiro Kikuchi. Verisimilitude premiered at Step Gallery 
in October of 2016. This work was an installation dance-for-camera project composed of 
six different videos projected inside a shelf that contained six different boxes—one for 
each video. This work was heavily influenced by Step Gallery, the site where it was 
originally displayed. (It was later displayed in the lobby at the 2016 Fall Graduate Project 
Presentations at ASU.) First, the piece was filmed in the location where it was to be 
premiered; second, the shelf was constructed with a wandering gallery audience in mind 
and encouraged a 360-degree viewing radius; and finally, the film was edited with the 
gallery space, the boxes, and the audience’s movement in mind. 
 Through my investigations into site-specific work I have determined that the 
environment where my work is displayed is as much a part of the work as the work itself. 
Design must be considered in regard to the space, the people in the space, and the artwork 
in the space. It is important that the environment or site has the potential to afford the 
audience an opportunity to actively and directly engage with the artwork; therefore, it is 
imperative that the audience can move freely in and through the artwork. This freedom 
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will allow the audience to be active in the work in a variety of ways: the audience can 
choose to watch someone else perform the work; they can choose to be the performer 
themselves; or they can choose to participate in authoring the work. In each of these 
scenarios the audience has agency; audience members can choose how and if they will 
interact with the work. 
Video and Sound Concepts and Practices 
The Practice. Video and sound concepts and practices are centered around the 
recording and manipulation of photo, video, or sound as the primary sources of material, 
with the manipulation usually being done in post-production with editing software. These 
techniques are exemplified in a multitude of ways such as gallery exhibitions, 
screendance, live performance projection, sound composition, and soundscaping. 
Influences on My Work. My earlier work was inspired by screendance work 
from directors and choreographers like Pontus Lidberg, Alexander Ekman, Mats Ek, and 
Jiri Kylian. Once I discovered screendance, it became a fixture in my life. When I arrived 
at ASU, I was exposed to media artists that are working outside the realm of 
screendance—artists like Sila Sveta, Scott Snibbe, Matt Pyke, Dandy Punk, and The 
Adrien M & Claire B company. One example of this art form is 7 Questions to Yourself 
by Sila Sveta, a piece that combines movement, live projection, and holographic 
technologies effortlessly. In one movement, the audience watches a dancer move on 
stage; in the next, they watch a hologram of that same dancer float above the ground. 
Additionally, Sila Sveta’s work played with dimensionality. Whether they are projection-
mapping onto a building and manipulating the physical structure of the space to appear 
dimensionally different—as in their 2015 work, Swan Lake—or they are combining live 
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movement performance with media in a way that makes the performer appear to be 
sitting on a cube that isn't there—as in their 2016 work, Levitation—their work appears 
and feels multidimensional (Sila Sveta, 2007). Much of Sila Sveta’s work has the ability 
to transport and mesmerize audiences with innovative media techniques; however, most 
of it is not made for audience participation. 
My Work. Prior to arriving at ASU, I had already developed a modest 
understanding of filming and editing techniques. Therefore, my first semester at ASU, I 
filmed, edited, and presented the short dance film Pillars of Core at the 2015 Fall 
Graduate Project Presentations. Through the creation of Pillars of Core, it became 
apparent that there was room for growth in my knowledge of video concepts and 
practices. Since I wanted to further my education in this subject, I endeavored to take 
advantage of the vast resources and courses that the School of Film, Dance, and Theatre 
offered. In the Spring of 2016, I participated in an independent study with Rebekah 
Cheyne, Herberger Institute Senior Media Producer, that served as an introduction to 
components of the Adobe Suite, a grouping of software applications used for media 
manipulation. The following semester, I participated in the course Advanced Media 
Design, which served as an advanced follow-up to my independent study with Cheyne. It 
was through my participation in both of these courses that I developed the skills 
necessary to film and edit Verisimilitude in the fall of 2016. 
 At this point, my work is evolving so that screendance is just one element of a 
broader, more interactive, interdisciplinary approach in creating work that engages and 
includes the audience.  It has been through my participation in Site-Responsive Sonic 
Art, Media Installations, and Introduction to Interactive Environments (which will be 
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described shortly), that I have begun to develop skills and create work that utilizes 
various different forms of media and sound design.  
Real-Time Processing Concepts and Practices 
The Practice. Real-time processing concepts and practices involve the processing 
and output of data with minimal lag time so that output follows or appears to follow input 
immediately. Artists use real-time processing in a variety of ways and it is often coupled 
with sensors as a mechanism to collect data that is manipulated to serve a set of larger 
goals. For example, in Rafael Lozano-Hemmer's 2011 work, Tape Recorders, he used 
sensors to track the amount of time that visitors stayed in the installation. "As a 
computerized tracking system detects the presence of a person, the closest measuring tape 
starts to project upwards. When the tape reaches around 3 meters high it crashes and 
recoils back” (Lozano-Hemmer, Tape Recorders, 2011). A second example can be seen 
in a work by Scott Snibbe. Snibbe’s work “Blow Up records, amplifies, and projects 
human breath into a room-sized field of wind” (Snibbe, Blow Up, 2005). Both of these 
artists are using sensor technology to collect information from participants and translate 
that information in real-time as part of the artwork.  
Influences on My Work. In his work Zoom Pavilion, Lozano-Hemmer “uses 
face recognition algorithms to detect the presence of participants and record their spatial 
relationship within the exhibition space” (Lozano-Hemmer, Zoom Pavilion, 2015). It is 
clear that Lozano-Hemmer purposefully considered and integrated environment, video, 
real-time processing, and participant experiences in this work. However, in Zoom 
Pavilion, the participant merely serves as subject matter and does not take a physically 
active role in the work. At most, this work is reactive to the presence of the participant in 
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the space, but the participant is not responsible for triggering the reaction process to 
occur. In other words, a group of mannequins could be placed in the space and it would 
function just the same. This work inspired me to learn more about real-time processing 
and explore how it can be implemented in my own work. 
My Work. In an effort to learn more about real-time processing tools, in the Fall 
of 2016, I enrolled in Introduction to Interactive Environments. This class gave me my 
first introduction into Max/MSP, a computer software that uses real-time sensing data to 
create interactive experiences for an audience. While in that class, I created several pieces 
that utilized different techniques for real-time processing. One of those pieces developed 
further into an installation piece called Fixel Pace, which was displayed in the lobby of 
the 2016 Fall Graduate Presentations. The piece used a simple web camera to capture 
video of participants and then distort their images whenever they moved in the space. The 
effect turned their images into pixelated representations of themselves, as if they were 
being divided into multiple particles and then reassembled milliseconds later. 
During that same semester, I took a class in Palpable and Wearable Computation. 
Not only did this course serve as an introduction into sensor technology, but it helped me 
gain a new way of understanding the body and its relationship to these technologies. 
Furthermore, through this course, I began to understand the necessity and importance of 
the embodied experience of the designer in creating and working with external 
technologies. As part of this course, I designed, prototyped, and built a body vest that 
would light up in accordance with the wearer's pulse. The body vest allowed me to 
combine the knowledge I was learning in Introduction to Interactive Environments with 
the knowledge I was learning about the body and its relationship to wearable technology. 
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Participant Experience Concepts and Practices 
The Practice. As an artist, I have an opportunity to influence how audiences 
engage with my work. This opportunity provides an additional channel that might be used 
to communicate with the audience. People learn, experience, and interact with the world 
in a variety of ways and, therefore, these varied forms of media allow artists opportunities 
to convey their concepts to a greater range of people. 
In the typical relationship between the audience and the traditional proscenium 
stage environment, the audience is seated in a predetermined location with a fixed 
vantage point. This causes the audience to be predominantly sedentary and somewhat 
distanced from the events happening on stage. By convention, these audiences rarely 
have any type of active physical interaction with the art, and audiences rarely have any 
kind of agency or choice regarding how to engage with the work. However, non-
conventional relationships between audience and artwork can create experiences where 
the audience has the opportunity to be less sedentary and more participatory and 
physically active in the artwork. The participatory audiences’ experiences can be further 
categorized as ones that are either interactive, reactive, or immersive. 
Influences on My Work. A work that closely parallels my own work is that of 
Snibbe’s Boundary Functions. In this work, “a set of lines [is] projected from overhead 
onto the floor, dividing people in the gallery from one another. When there is one person 
on its floor, there is no response. When two are present, a single line cuts between them 
bisecting the floor and dynamically changing as they move” (Snibbe, Boundary 
Functions, 1998). This work integrates video, real-time processing, and participant 
experience. However, I find myself critical of the participant experiences that Snibbe 
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creates. Often, Snibbe’s work requires participants to reorient their bodies in a slightly 
unnatural manner to be able to fully experience the work. In Boundary Functions, 
participants must look down at the floor as they interact with and experience the piece. 
Similarly, in his 2003 series of interactive installations, Concentration, Complaint, 
Depletion, Impression, Sky, participants interact with projection screens in a manner that 
imposes limitations on how they can both interact with and watch the installation. In 
order to participate in and watch the piece from a forward-facing position, participants 
must either remain stationary or move side to side in a two-dimensional manner. If they 
want to interact with the work using movement that is more three-dimensional they must 
turn their head to the side. The participant’s body in these works becomes a tool or a 
puppet. 
My Work. My exploration and experimentation with interdisciplinary IRI 
installations has led me to consider the role of the audience in my work. I want to provide 
my audience with the opportunity to engage in more deeply active and interactive 
experiences. I believe this is most effectively accomplished by taking the participant into 
consideration as part of the iteration process. The idea of iterating with the participant in 
mind was addressed in several of my ASU courses, but was first introduced to me in a 
course entitled Science Fiction Studios. This class focused on the rapid prototyping of 
technologies as a way of discovery and low-cost implementation of ideas. In addition, in 
this class, I learned both the value of prototyping as well as the value of defining the 
participant’s experience. We would spend as much energy on discussing and discovering 
the potential for the participant as we spent working on the design. 
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When designing the shelf and editing the work for Verisimilitude, we had lengthy 
discussions about our assumptions of how the audience could and would experience the 
work. Furthermore, the work Choose Your Own Adventure—which premiered in the 2016 
Spring Graduate Project Presentations at ASU—exemplified the ways in which I was 
exploring the integration of the audience into the work as I created it. Choose Your Own 
Adventure allowed the audience to choose the song, lighting color, and the beginning and 
ending positions of the dancers. The idea that the audience would participate in these 
decisions came early in the design of the piece and directly influenced the way the work 
was choreographed. As another example, the body vest that I created as part of Palpable 
and Wearable Computation was completely built with the participant in mind because I, 
personally, served as both the designer and the participant. Additionally, as the work was 
being developed, I continuously sought out other participants to wear the body vest and 
give me feedback on its effectiveness. Finally, for the installation Fixel Pace, I chose to 
place it parallel to the ticket line. Although the audience was not directly taken into 
consideration in the iteration part of this project, the audience was the main point of 
consideration in the placement of the work. 
Participant experience is directly connected to both the artist’s and participant's 
embodied understanding of the work and, as a result, it is multi-layered and encompasses 
several different elements. As I consider my own interests in IRI work, the following 
questions guide my inquiry:  How is the body implicated in the work? What assumptions 
does the work make about the body? For whose body is the work designed? How is the 
body's functionality being considered in the work? What is physically required of the 
body in the work?  Next, how does the work affect the participant? How does the work 
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engage the participant? How is the participant invited to participate with the work? Is the 
work task-driven or exploratory? What does it mean for the participant to participate in or 
with the work? What is the participant expected to gain from the experience? I consider 
these questions in regard to all four areas that define my work built for participant 
interaction: 1) site-specific concepts and practices, 2) video and sound concepts and 
practices, 3) real-time processing concept and practices, and 4) participant experience 
concepts and practices. 
My participant-interactive work is heavily inspired by other artists who are 
considering these same areas in their own work. While the artists that have influenced me 
make it evident that I am not the first to consider these areas, I have yet to discover an 
artist who is examining all of these concepts concurrently. My background in 
choreography and multiple different movement practices provides me with a unique 
understanding of the body in space. My choreographic and movement experience 
combined with my background in technology—which supplies me with a unique set of 
tools to interact with the body in space—provides me with an idiosyncratic lens through 
which I can advance and develop the design, evaluation, and creation of interdisciplinary 
interactive/reactive/immersive (IRI) installations. 
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METHODOLOGY 
“Do what you are doing.” 
-Unknown 
Attempting to be extremely present and fully engaged in the present moment and 
to do exactly and only what I am doing in that moment is a way of life for me. It was 
introduced to me at an early age by my parents who helped me understand the benefits of 
living life in the present. Some of those benefits include enjoying the present and not 
relying on the future for my happiness, paying attention to the effects and outcomes of 
my actions, having the time and the space to make smart and informed decisions, being 
better prepared to deal with problems or situations as they arise, focusing on the present 
and not dwelling on the past, and being more aware. As a result of this way of living, I 
am attracted to the processes of learning, planning, developing, and creating work. In 
addition, my approach to life is a huge factor in my desire to create work that is 
interactive/reactive/immersive because the outcome of this type of work only exists in the 
present.  
As I have already established, I have an unrelenting compulsion for new 
knowledge. I continuously question the world within my kinesphere, as well as the world 
beyond. In order for me to understand and put into practice the ideas I have articulated 
here, I have to embody the experiences for myself first. Therefore, a great deal of the 
time invested in creating my thesis project was spent ideating, questioning, sketching, 
designing, prototyping, and building the work. The aim of this project was to translate my 
personal iteration process into viable participant experiences that integrate movement and 
technology while promoting active observation and/or participation by my audience. 
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The following is a list of activities I had originally proposed as a means to guide 
me through the process of developing and manifesting this project, as well as a 
responsive list detailing the actions that were actually taken. 
 
1. I intended to utilize the Experimental Objectives Worksheet (EOW) created by 
committee member Professor Jessica Rajko as a means to evaluate and identify the 
specific experimental objectives for each of my installations. 
 
The EOW was supposed to be a model for me to methodically focus my attention 
throughout my iteration process and provide me with a set of evaluation criteria to use 
when looking at site-specific, video and sound, real-time processing, and participant 
experience concepts. However, I knew, almost immediately, using the EOW would not 
work in my process. I found that I was unable to answer most of the questions on the 
EOW because the questions on the form simply did not apply to my process; I had not 
figured out the answers at the point in which I was trying to fill out the worksheet. In 
addition, it felt too detached, too disembodied, and too linear. Regardless, in trying to use 
the EOW I discovered a bit about my process. I do not work linearly. My process is more 
closely related to the act of doodling. It begins with the smallest line, circle, or dot and 
grows from there. I know the path as it unfolds and filling out the EOW beforehand 
would have meant that I had to know what my doodle was going to look like before I had 
a chance to discover it for myself. With that said, the form provided me with wonderful 
probing questions that would spark ideas and it gave me context in which to ground my 
interactive installations. 
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2. My plan was to generate sketches on paper from which I would, eventually, develop 
the necessary supportive technologies for each installation and, after a period of 
testing and revising, move into the large-scale building phase. 
 
This step was not nearly as simple or linear as it is described. Almost every time I 
had an idea for something I wanted to make, I had to do a ton of research just to figure 
out how to make my ideas come to life. I spoke to professors, colleagues, and experts in 
the field. I watched YouTube videos, read articles, and studied diagrams and circuits. 
Most importantly, I built and experimented with the different technologies, which, in 
these instances, included both the digital and the physical. I would continually build, test, 
revise, test, and revise until I was certain that my idea and the technology functioned as 
intended. 
Although I did a great deal of sketching throughout the process, there were 
several other activities that occurred. Because this process involved many different 
methods of research and embodied exploration, I had to adapt my methods for 
documenting it. In order to document and save my research, I drew sketches, I journaled, 
I tried to blog (which didn't last), I took pictures and video, I Snapchatted, I posted 
progress to my Instagram, I saved web links, and I saved files relating to each room in 
individual folders on my computer. 
Three other components that were integral to my creative process were the 
presence of hidden activity, the absolute necessity for embodiment in the design process, 
and the useful parallels between design/prototyping and the choreographic process. These 
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all proved to be extremely fruitful in providing discoveries about the values I carry into 
my work, as well as the way I like to work. These three components will be addressed 
further in “Evaluation.” 
 
3. Throughout the creative process, a series of four different focus labs were planned to 
be conducted. In these focus labs, a small audience would be invited to engage with 
the work as a way of gathering data about the effectiveness of the installations in 
facilitating active audience observation and/or participation. The data collected after 
each focus lab was intended to be used to inform the revision of the work in 
preparation for the next focus lab, with the ultimate result being the production of a 
final gallery exhibition. These four labs would either take place as part of an 
established ASU performance (e.g., Graduate Project Presentations) or they would 
take place at times and locations that were private and not associated with any type of 
established event. The public focus labs would welcome the audience in attendance 
for that event, whereas the private focus labs would be for invited guests only. My 
plan was to obtain Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval by August of 2017 in 
order to collect data from the focus labs. 
 
First, IRB approval was not sought. After the first focus lab was conducted with 
only me and my thesis advisory committee, my committee and I decided that because this 
project was about my personal iteration process, it would not be beneficial to collect data 
from outside sources. Instead, we decided that I should collect data about my own 
process in developing the work. This choice significantly altered the focus lab structure. 
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The focus labs would, instead, be between my committee members and myself only. 
Furthermore, because my project was unique to the location for which it was being 
created, I was not going to attempt to show work at ASU performances. 
As a result of these changes, the overall purpose of these focus labs became 
observing how audiences—in this case my committee—engaged with the work. The labs 
served as an opportunity for me to get feedback on the work as it progressed. Through 
this feedback, I was able to track instances of engagement, participation and interactivity 
between the participant and the work by obtaining insight into how people received the 
work, how they moved in response to the work, and their overall impressions of the 
experience. The labs helped me obtain information about the work so that I could make 
adjustments and improvements to better suit my artistic goal of creating installations that 
were more inclusive, inviting, and accessible, as well as participatory and interactive.  
Although the focus labs were held solely between my committee and me, I 
constantly brought people into the space and talked about the project. Almost always, 
people offered insight and feedback. Unfortunately, I did not record much, if any, of this 
information. In addition to bringing people into the space during the iteration process, I 
did a dry run of the exhibit the Monday before the Friday opening of the show. 
Unfortunately, I did not record any of the feedback I received during this dry run. Even 
without writing anything down, though, these moments of sharing served several 
different purposes. They helped me gauge people’s excitement about the project and 
helped to assure me that I was on track for creating installations that would engage 
people. Secondly, they served to promote my exhibition. Everyone who came to the 
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space during the creative process came back once the installation was open and, in most 
cases, brought people with them when they returned. 
Even though the intention for the focus labs shifted, I still hoped to obtain 
feedback about my project from the participants—especially since some of the 
participants were groups of students brought into the exhibition by the very same 
professors whose courses directly informed this work (Introduction to Interactive 
Environments, Media Installations, and Site-Responsive Sonic Art). I asked these student 
groups, as well as other exhibit participants, to fill out a short survey containing the 
following questions: 
1. What space was most meaningful to you and why? 
2. Was there anything that distracted or frustrated you and why? 
3. Did the work inspire you to physically move? Please explain. 
4. Is there other feedback you can offer about your experience engaging 
with the work? 
The data collected from the surveys will be addressed further in “Evaluation.” 
In the end, the process of building these interdisciplinary IRI installations was far 
more effective then I could have imagined. If I were to build this project again, I would 
embrace the vast collection of tools I have acquired and the discoveries I made about how 
I create and develop my work. Most importantly, I would know that in order to design 
and build IRI installations, I must have the ability and time to fully explore and embody 
the conceptual ideas and physical materials.  
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WHAT I MADE 
 My thesis exhibition was a collection of interactive interdisciplinary installations 
that engaged the participant in creating the sensory experiences that defined the work. 
The installations utilized cross-platform media connected to technology for the 
enhancement of the artistic presentation. The installations were loosely based on five 
different elements -- water, fire, air, earth, and spirit. Each installation engaged 
participants directly through some combination of the tactile, audible, and visual senses. 
Before discussing each of the installations, I must first explain how I came to find a 
physical home for my work and how that physical home impacted the aesthetic design for 
the exhibition. 
One of the most important elements in developing site-specific work is that the 
artwork is designed specifically for the site. Because I deeply believe this, I did not allow 
myself to decide on any aspect of what I was going to build until I knew exactly where I 
was going to present my project. Furthermore, I believed that in order for me to achieve 
the level of immersion I sought in this exhibition, I needed to be able to build and display 
my work in the same location. I was deeply resistant to the idea of building my project in 
one location and moving it to another location for the actual exhibit. This compulsion 
comes from my background in doing site-specific dance work where I have found that the 
most successful site-specific work is made at the site where it is to be performed.  
In June of 2017, my wish was granted when I was given access to an old radio 
station that was once housed in Tower-A on the ASU Tempe campus. The most 
wonderful aspect of the space was that it fulfilled so many of my needs. It provided me 
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with a space where I could build my project, display my project, and secure my project 
when the space was not inhabited. This was a dream come true. 
Because this was an old radio station, there were four soundproof studio spaces: 
one large studio in the center of three smaller studios, each with a window looking into 
the large studio. There was also a large workshop area and an office. All of the rooms 
within the radio station could be accessed via one main entrance as Figure 1 indicates. In 
the most recent past, the space was used for overflow storage and, occasionally, by other 
graduate students in the Herberger Institute for Design and the Arts.  
It has become clear to me through other site-specific work I have done that the 
environment where I display my work is as much a part of it as the work itself. 
Throughout the design process, I consider the space where the work is to be experienced, 
how people will move through the space, and how the artwork will look and feel in the 
space. Therefore, while preparing the space for my project, I asked myself several 
questions. How do I want to take into consideration the state of the space as it is now? Do 
I want to clear away the layers of dust and debris? How do I want to take into 
Figure 1. Layout of space previously occupied by Blaze Radio Station 
  
28 
consideration that this was an old radio station? How do I use the windows? How could I 
create an exhibit in a way that encourages my participants to move? Do I want to allow 
my participants to have access to all the rooms? How can the space influence the 
aesthetic of the project? Does each of the works in the space have to relate to one 
another? If so, how do they relate? What do I want to do about the fact that the vast 
majority of the walls are covered with old band stickers and posters? Truth be told, this 
line of questioning continued for some time and became quite overwhelming. 
I decided to begin with the architectural design of the station. Before there was 
anything in any of the rooms, I spent a lot of time walking around and getting a sense of 
the space. What could I see from as many vantage points as possible? What could I see 
from the window in each room, the doorway, the middle of the room, etcetera? I 
embodied what it would be like for people as they moved in and through the space.  
In my personal exploration of the site, I came to the following conclusion: The 
space felt forgotten. With my imagination running wild, I had a vision that felt as if it 
were straight out of some post-apocalyptic science fiction movie. I could imagine the 
building and the rooms deteriorating and becoming overgrown with kudzu, which is a 
fast-growing climbing plant that grows over other flora, shading them with its leaves. I 
imagined the kudzu finding its way in and beginning to swallow the remnants of the radio 
station that was once there. Despite having been abandoned, the rooms in the radio 
station would be found teaming with new life brought by this natural element. This 
daydream led me to two conclusions. One, I wanted to cover as much surface area as I 
could. I wanted my exhibition to feel as if the installations were growing like kudzu vines 
right out of the walls—to feel as if the rooms had been abandoned for 50 years and, upon 
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being rediscovered, this is the state in which they were found. Furthermore, my working 
hypothesis was that, in order for my audience to immerse themselves in the work, I 
would need to make it feel as if the installations I built grew out of the space where they 
were housed. Two, I wanted to use five elements—water, fire, air, earth, and spirit—to 
serve as the aesthetic impetus for this project. In order to give the station new life, I 
wanted to reintroduce the elements. As I imagined it, the post-apocalyptic vibe of the 
space felt like death and decay and, by bringing the elements back into the space, I could 
give it new life. Not only would these elements provide my project with a through line 
for all of the works in the exhibit, but they would help me utilize each of the individual 
rooms in the radio station—with each room representing its own element: Studio #1 in 
Figure 1 became the Air Room, Studio #2 became the Fire Room, Studio #3 became the 
Water Room, and the Large Studio became the Spirit Room. The hallway connecting 
these rooms was used for the Earth Room. The final exhibition layout can be seen in 
Figure 2. 
Figure 2. Layout showing relative placement of the installations in the exhibit 
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Earth 
There are two parts to the earth installation: the entrance and the projection. The 
entrance installation was located at the doorway leading into the exhibition space and the 
projection was installed further down the hallway between the water and fire 
installations. 
Originally, for the entrance installation, I planned to hang several ropes right at 
the doorway to the exhibit. As participants passed through they would touch the ropes 
and trigger a reaction, one that would initiate the sound of wind chimes to fill the space. 
My goal was to create an installation that would set the tone and establish one of the main 
‘rules’ of the space: the installations were meant to be physically interacted with by 
participants because their physical presence was the catalyst for interactivity throughout 
the exhibit. 
Figure 3. Exhibit participant looking through the ropes at the Earth Entrance 
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In an effort to accomplish the task of connecting the ropes so that movement 
would trigger a sound, I experimented with connecting a fast vibration sensor to the ropes 
to act as the triggering mechanism; however, I could not figure it out in time for the 
opening. In the end, the entrance to the exhibition consisted of a large cluster of ropes 
hanging from lattice that spanned the entire width of the doorway. The ropes hung from 
the top of the seven-foot doorway down to about three and half feet off the floor. The 
density of the ropes was such that participants had to choose to either walk through the 
ropes or duck underneath them to be able to enter into the exhibit area. Furthermore, 
before entering the exhibit, participants were greeted by the exhibition sounds happening 
inside as they spilled out into the hallway and I decided these sounds were enough to 
introduce people to the sounds of the space. 
Had this part of the earth installation manifested as originally intended, it would 
have conceptually drawn from real-time processing concepts where the sensor data 
directly connected to and affected the sound based upon the participants’ movement in 
the space. However, even without the real-time processing component, this piece was still 
extremely effective. The work provided an opportunity for agency and interactivity in 
that participants could choose to enter the space head first, hands first, or by ducking 
under the ropes. Regardless of whether it was subconscious or conscious to participants, 
they were already physically interacting with the work. 
The earth installation also included a projection area. When taking the site into 
consideration for this part of the earth installation, I knew there were several things I 
needed to accomplish. This installation needed to hide my workshop area and mask the 
stickers that plagued the space. Therefore, I hung a few different items in the space that 
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would either mask what was hidden behind or would add aesthetic value to the work. 
First, I hung a giant scrim in front of my workshop. This gave me a surface onto which to 
rear-project as well as a mask for what was hidden behind it. I also hung large white foam 
core pieces that were found in the space when I moved in; these were used to cover the 
news articles and stickers that were plastered on the hallway walls. Finally, lattice was 
hung on the walls to cover more of the stickers, as well as complement and tie the 
entrance portion of the installation to the projection portion of the installation. 
When introducing video and sound concepts into the space, I began 
experimenting with NASA satellite images of earth that I found at the very beginning of 
my exploration and research into the project. I was not happy with the images that were 
being displayed and decided, instead, to use some video that I shot in Portland, Oregon. 
The video was of a body of flowing water surrounded by luscious green trees. As the 
video was playing in palindrome the water would flow both forward and backward and 
the trees would both shed and absorb the blossoms that fell from the trees. This is the 
only piece that used prerecorded video. The video clip was very short and did not require 
much in post-production. All I did was cut a small portion of the video because it 
contained a person walking through the frame. Since I wanted the flow of the water and 
the falling of the tree blossoms to be as seamless as possible, I thought it was important to 
remove the person from the shot. It was also important to me that there were no humans 
in the work except the exhibition participants. 
For real-time processing in this space, I experimented with using motion tracking 
in front of the scrim as a way of controlling the way that the satellite images cycled. 
However, I did not end up using motion tracking or the satellite images. Instead I created 
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a Max/MSP patch to control the projection so that it would play the Portland video in a 
palindrome. However, even without any built-in interactivity in this installation, the piece 
was still interactive for participants. 
 When taking the participant experience into consideration for this space, I knew I 
wanted to have at least one location in the installation where people could sit, and this 
was the perfect place for that. Therefore, this installation had a small sitting area large 
enough for two people. From this seat in the hallway, participants could hear the sounds 
of the Water Room, as well as the sounds of the Spirit Room. The interesting thing about 
this space was its inherently transitional nature. This was due to the fact that it was 
located in the thoroughfare between the Spirit and Water Rooms on one side and the Fire 
and Air Rooms on the other side (see Figure 2).  
The opportunity to sit, along with the transitional nature of the area, meant that 
participants had some choice about how they wanted to interact with this work. 
Furthermore, because of the vast size of the projection surface, the potential for this part 
of the installation to feel immersive to the participant was greatly increased. 
Air 
The Air Room was a medium-sized interior space of roughly 120 square feet. The 
room also contained a large window that looked into the interior of the Spirit Room (see 
Figure 2). 
From the beginning, I knew I wanted to fill this room with some sort of bladed 
rotating object like a windmill, pinwheel, or fan. I wanted to make something that was 
reproducible in a large quantity in a manner that would allow me to infuse the space with 
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 a sense of order and symmetry. My intention was to create a reactive installation where 
the objects would respond to the movement of the participants in the space so that the 
participants’ movement in this room would trigger the objects to spin. 
 The final air installation was filled with 98 motorized light-activated pinwheels 
mounted inside hexagonal boxes and 102 hexagonal boxes without pinwheels that 
spanned from floor to ceiling on two walls. Each of the pinwheels combined several 
simple electrical components in a battery-powered analog circuit that caused a small toy 
motor to spin. The light-activated pinwheels spun faster when there was more light and 
slower when there was less light. By directionally controlling the light sources in the 
room, I made it so that the movement of participants through the environment created 
shadows. The presence of a shadow then acted as the mechanism for triggering the 
pinwheels to move more slowly. Thus, participants’ interactive movement through the 
space served as the impetus triggering the pinwheels to slow down and eventually stop 
Figure 4. Exhibit participant studying pinwheels in Air Room 
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spinning. Metaphorically, this was because our presence leaves its mark and has an 
impact on our environment. As humans, our presence has a tendency to diminish 
resources. 
In creating the Air Room, site-specific considerations were a priority. I wanted the 
window to be a focal point for all the rooms in some fashion and was disappointed that I 
was not able to accomplish this in the Air Room. At the same time, I was excited at the 
prospect of people moving and experimenting interactively in that space and being seen 
from the Spirit Room. Because the pinwheels were so much more time consuming to 
construct than I anticipated, I had to find another solution for filling the space. I was 
willing to reduce the number of pinwheels in the room, but I was not willing to abandon 
the symmetrical patterning or the volume with which I wanted to fill the room. As a 
result, I had to use hexagonal boxes to fill the space. The window between the Air Room 
and the Spirit Room was tinted so that the bright light from the Air Room would not 
interfere with the ambiance of the Spirit Room. The window tinting in combination with 
the brightness of the halogen lights caused the glass to appear as if it were a two-way 
mirror, which intrigued many participants. Also, the door was removed from the room so 
that participants could enter and exit freely. 
There were real-time processing issues with designing and redesigning the 
pinwheels. I worked extensively over several months with my professor, Byron Lahey, to 
develop the analog circuit that would control the pinwheels. Components of the pinwheel 
circuit included: 5mm Photocell, Toy DC Motor, 10K potentiometer, 2.2 K Resistor, 1.8 
Ohm Resistor, 2n2222 NPN Transistor, 1N4007 Diode, Breadboard. Right before the 
initial installation of the pinwheels, it became necessary to switch the circuit on all the 
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pinwheels so that instead of movement triggering them to start spinning it would trigger 
them to stop. This change was made because it proved to be a more effective system. On 
the afternoon of the exhibit, because the pinwheels were overheating, none of them were 
working. Hours before the opening, the pinwheels had to be taken down to have new 1.8 
ohm resistors added before being reinstalled. In spite of this last-minute fix, one wall 
didn’t work at all and the other wall only worked intermittently, both during the night of 
the opening and for the remainder of the exhibit. It is interesting to note that in terms of 
participant-experience, the Air Room ended up being one of the most interactive of the 
installations. Participants were intrigued by why some pinwheels were moving and others 
were not, how to make them move or stop moving, and how the bright lights figured into 
the movement. It was almost as if the malfunction of the pinwheels inspired 
experimentation.  
Fire 
The Fire Room was a small interior space of roughly 40 square feet and felt 
similar in size to an elevator that could hold two people at most. The Fire Room also 
contained a large window that looked into the interior of the Spirit Room (see Figure 2). 
 Originally for this space, I wanted to create a work that was inspired by Phoenix-
based artist Joe Willie Smith.1 My plan was to build a swirling metal structure that 
amplified the natural reverberating sound of the iron material when activated by the 
participants’ touch. Furthermore, I wanted to attach incandescent lightbulbs to the metal 
structure that would also be triggered by the touch of the participants in the room. I had 
                                                 
1 “Joe Willie Smith's work primarily involves capturing intrinsic resonance inherent in various materials, 
metals, wood, glass, plastic and fibers. I make ‘Sonic Sculptures’ from these materials. I use Piezo 
microphones to amplify the sculptures” (Datura). 
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two aesthetic designs in mind at the start of this work, a swirl doodle I had drawn and a 
picture of burning coals from a fire. My intention for this installation was to create an 
environment where participants felt intimately immersed in the coals of a fire without the 
threat or anxiety that would come from actually being enveloped in such an environment. 
For the final installation—with the exception of the ceiling, floor, and window—
the entire surface area of the room was filled with billowing blobs made from metal mesh 
outdoor screen material. The blobs were mounted to one side of black peg board and over 
1400 LED lights were mounted to the other side of the peg board. Whenever participants 
entered the room, they would activate one of five pressure sensors hidden underneath 
black fabric placed on the floor in different locations throughout the space. When the 
lights were activated, they would fade in and out of brightness in a red hue. Lights would 
randomly fade up and down as long as the sensor was being activated. However, when a 
Figure 5. Exhibit participant exploring the Fire Room 
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participant would step off the sensor, the lights would fade slowly. This symbolized both 
the manner in which the coals of a fire can slowly fade and die and the fact that our 
presence as human beings tends to leave traces that exist long after we are gone. 
Different concepts and practices went into the development of this installation, 
beginning with the site. Since this installation was meant to engulf those who entered into 
it, the size and shape of the space needed to be modified. The walls were brought in to 
decrease the size of the room and give it a more intimate feel, as well as a better frame for 
the window that looked into the Spirit Room. The built-in desk under the window was 
used to elevate the blob shapes on an angle for easy touchable access. The overhead 
lights were faded in such a way to add contour and dimension to the blobs without 
overtaking the light emitted from the LED’s. Finally, the door was removed from the 
room so that participants could enter and exit freely. 
I had hoped to use amplification of the screen material as way of introducing 
sound and generating more complex interactivity in this installation. I intended to add 
piezo microphones around the room so that I could amplify the sounds that came from 
participants when they touched the blob shapes. However, I was never able to accomplish 
this. I strongly considered using a fire soundscape in this room once I realized that I 
would not be able to get the microphones for the space. Instead, the soundscape of the 
Fire Room was, ultimately, sounds that spilled in from the Spirit Room via the hallway. 
With regard to real-time processing for this installation, I experimented with 
different sensors for tracking participants’ movement in the space (PIR, ultrasonic, 
pressure mat) and settled on using pressure mats to trigger the LED lights. Bundles of 
100-500 LED lights along with pressure mats were connected to one of five Arduino 
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Nano microcontrollers and each of the microcontrollers was connected to one of five 
different 5-volt power supplies. Because of the confined nature of the room and the 
number of pressure sensors, participants were always activating at least one sensor at a 
time. I also experimented a great deal with the hue of the lights, the pattern of the lights, 
and how the lights would respond to being activated by the pressure sensors. 
Finally, when considering participant experience, I experimented with the 
physical actions one might do when interacting with the blobs: pushing, punching, 
squeezing, brushing, tapping. Because the material was metal, and the goal was for 
participants to touch it, I had to make sure there were no sharp edges. I experimented 
with different layouts and ways of enclosing the space and decided to cover as much 
surface area as possible so that the installation would feel as if it were emerging from the 
walls and engulfing those who entered the room. The material in the Fire Room framed 
the window and, as a result, made it one of the best places to observe the Spirit Room 
installation. 
Water 
The Water Room was a small interior space of roughly 38 square feet and felt 
similar in size to an elevator that could hold approximately 2-3 people. The Water Room 
also contained a large window that looked into Spirit Room (see Figure 2).  
From the very beginning, I wanted to crochet enough material to cover the entire 
interior of the room so that once that material was touched by a participant it would 
trigger sounds of water.  It was very ambitious of me to try to cover an entire space with 
this material, as I had only recently learned how to crochet. In the summer of 2016, I 
began working on a project titled Me, My Quantified Self, and I by Professor Rajko. As 
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part of the piece we worked with a local group of women, the Needlewielders, who 
taught me to crochet, and I immediately fell in love with the craft and began working on 
my own crochet projects. It was while working on these projects that I discovered a very 
special blend of yarn—100% polyester Bernat Blanket yarn. This yarn is extremely soft 
to the touch. It is so soft, in fact, that I found it almost impossible to resist the urge to rub 
the yarn on my cheek as if were the gentle caress of one of my parents. My intention for 
this installation was to create a place that was not only completely immersive but also a 
place where every touchable surface was completely reactive to the presence of the 
participants. 
I accomplished this by filling the entire interior surface area of the room (with the 
exception of the ceiling, floor, and window) with a hand-crocheted and latch-hooked 
material made from the Bernat Blanket yarn colored in a mixture of different shades of 
blue. When one made physical contact with any of the multiple surfaces in this room, 
Figure 6. Exhibit participant activating sounds in the Water Room 
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sounds of water filled the entire space. As long as the material was being touched, water 
noises continued to play polyphonically. The sounds were meant to emulate what one 
would hear when slowly running or pressing a hand through a tub of water. 
Of the concepts and practices involved in the design and development of this 
space, site had to be considered first. The walls were brought in to decrease the size of 
the room and give it a more intimate feel as well as a better frame for the window that 
looked into the Spirit Room. The dimensions of the room were also altered so there was 
less surface area to cover with crocheted material. Another benefit to bringing in the 
walls was that it allowed me to build a hidden compartment which I used to house the 
wires, the microcontroller, and the computer needed for running this particular 
installation. The built-in desk under the window was used to elevate some of the 
crocheted material on an angle for easy touchable access. Finally, I put blue lighting gels 
in the lights to complement the blues in the space and I removed the door to the room so 
that participants could enter and exit freely. 
Sound was always an important part of the design for this installation and, once 
the space was almost completely filled with the material, I proceeded to design the sound 
for the space. To find the right sound, I experimented with a variety of different water 
sounds. Once I identified how I interacted with the space, I was able to discover the 
specific sound I wanted to use—the sound of a hand being pushed gently through a body 
of water. I captured this sound by filling the bathroom sink at the radio station with water 
and then recording the exact sounds I needed. The field recording of the water was then 
divided into several smaller sound clips, allowing me to use multiple clips at one time. 
The speakers responsible for disseminating the water sounds were positioned on the 
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floor, under the desk, behind a crocheted surface, and hidden from view, making it feel as 
if the sound was seeping through the crocheted wall. 
To figure out the real-time processing for this room, I experimented with different 
sensors for tracking participants’ tactile movement in the space (FSR, Accelerometer, 
Piezo) and settled on a piezo microphone to track tactile movement. There were 10 piezo 
microphones attached to the back surface of the crocheted material. The piezo mics were 
connected via speaker wire to an Arduino Mega microcontroller which was then 
connected to a Max/MSP patch. The Max/MSP patch used the incoming data from the 
piezo mics to trigger the water sound to play in polyphony. As long as the material was 
being touched, the sounds continued to play. After the touch ceased, the sounds would 
momentarily continue and then fade, much in the same way that water continues to move 
and ripple after being touched. 
With regard to participant experience, I thought that, by covering as much of the 
surface area as I could, I would compel participants to touch it and in touching they 
would discover the interactivity of the room. I wanted there to be a direct one-to-one 
connection between participant touch and the sounds played so that people would know 
they had agency in the experience. Therefore, a great deal of consideration went into the 
design of the physical materials for this space. I chose the “faded blues” color of the 
material to invoke ideas of water. I used exceptionally soft yarn to increase people’s 
desire to touch and continue touching. Latch hook areas were added as a way to fill gaps 
and divide the space. I spent a good bit of time experimenting to find the right material to 
go behind the crocheted material (mesh, screen, etc.) and settled on metal screen. Not 
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only was the metal screen the best material for the job, but I had some left over from the 
Fire Room. 
Spirit 
This large room was 259 square feet in area and contained three large windows 
that allowed participants to see into the Air, Fire, and Water Rooms (see Figure 2) 
Initially, I wanted to put a pepper's ghost—a visual illusion used primarily in 
theatre to make actors appear in a space when in fact they are not actually located in the 
space at all (Greenslade, 2011). I wanted the imagery of the pepper's ghost to be 
generated by the movement of the participants in all of the other rooms. In other words, 
as participants moved around in the Water Room, their motion in that space would be the 
guide for the visual that was displayed in the Spirit Room. Each outside installation 
would feed into this one central installation so that participants could see into—but not 
interact with—the central installation. 
However, the pepper’s ghost installation did not come to fruition. Instead, this 
large room was densely filled as far as one could see with hanging white tulle. The tulle 
hung from the eight-foot ceiling to approximately two and a half feet off the floor. 
Participants were allowed to move freely through the space while six projectors filled the 
room with pulsing lines that appeared three dimensional as they danced around the space. 
The movement of the shapes in this space was triggered in reaction to the ethereal music 
that filled the room. My plan was that participants would be so fully immersed in the 
space that they would get lost. 
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My original intent for this room was to have it filled with a pepper’s ghost. For 
this reason—along with the fact that this space is visible from three other rooms in the 
exhibition—I intended to make it so participants could not penetrate this space. 
Eventually, as my design for this space moved away from the pepper’s ghost idea and 
shifted to projecting lines on tulle, I wanted to allow people the freedom and opportunity 
to walk through the tulle and the projections. Because this space had three windows that 
looked into other installations, it was important for me to consider their voyeuristic 
qualities. I decided to hang tulle very close to each of the windows in an effort to make 
people feel more at ease about the possibility of being watched. At the point at which I 
was working on this space, I already knew that one of the adjacent installations was going 
to be exceptionally bright and this would result in a great deal of light pollution bleeding 
into the Spirit Room and drowning the projections, thus I tinted the window in an effort 
Figure 7. Silhouette of exhibit participant enjoying projected lines in the Spirit Room 
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to diminish the effects of the light. Again, just as I did with all the other spaces in the 
exhibit, I removed the door from the room so that participants could enter and exit freely. 
In terms of video and sound for this installation, I tried as hard as I could to get 
the pepper’s ghost to work in this space, but I was just not able to make it happen. Once 
the pepper’s ghost was no longer in play, I chose not to use video in this space. Instead, 
the space was filled with projected lines that danced around it. The music I chose to 
accompany this exhibit was the album Sea Island by Loscil, an album of beautiful crafted 
ambient tracks that ebb and flow in a lulling, yet alluring, manner. The sound in this 
room was also the sound that filled the rest of the exhibit and, thus, became the musical 
score for the entire project. 
My original plan for real-time processing shifted from tracking participants’ 
movement to projecting straight lines on tulle. I spent time with Professor David 
Tinapple—one of my committee members—creating a Max/MSP patch to make it so the 
lines being projected on the tulle reacted in real-time to the sound being fed into the 
space. As a result, the lines rotated and shifted up and down based on incoming 
amplitude peak data from the music. 
Since this was the biggest room in the radio station, I wanted the spirit installation 
to allow people to move as freely through the space as possible. Tulle was hung all over 
the room in a manner that allowed participants agency in how they chose to move 
through it. The six projectors were mounted in a manner that allowed people to feel as if 
they were immersed in the middle of the projections. 
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The Exhibition: No Doors 
After all the installations were well underway and it was time to begin advertising 
for my exhibition, I needed to create a title and tagline for the project. I had some very 
strong feelings about this as there were some things I definitely did not want the title or 
the tagline to do. I did not want the title to tell people how to interact with the work 
because I wanted them to explore and make their own choices. I also did not want to 
indicate anything about the elements because I did not want people looking at the work 
through that lens. I did, however, want the title and the tag line to imply that freedom and 
choice were part of the work and, hopefully, part of the participants’ experience 
interacting with the work. Thus, I chose to title the exhibition No Doors because (1) all 
the doors had been removed, and 
(2) No Doors served as a 
metaphor for being free to 
explore without reservation. As 
for the tagline, I went with “a 
series of interactive 
installations.” Again, this was 
about helping participants 
understand that they were 
encouraged to interact with the 
work in the exhibition.  
  
  Figure 8. No Doors advertisement poster 
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EVALUATION 
The evaluation of this project is divided into two categories: evaluation of the 
process and evaluation of the product. In the evaluation of the process, I examine four 
aspects: the focus labs, the design/prototyping process versus the choreographic process, 
embodied exploration, and hidden activity. In the evaluation of the product, I evaluate the 
project based on my personal impressions and the impressions I collected in a participant 
survey.  
Evaluation of the Process: Focus Labs 
As mentioned in “Methodology,” the focus labs served as an opportunity for me 
to get feedback on the work as it progressed. The labs helped me obtain information 
about the work so that I could make adjustments and improvements to my process and 
the work to better suit my artistic goal of creating installations that were inclusive, 
inviting, and accessible, as well as participatory and interactive. In each of the focus labs, 
I presented my committee members with as much information as I had prepared at that 
point, which included a mixture of conceptual ideas and physical materials. Thus, in the 
following section I will provide a brief summary of what was presented in these focus 
labs, as well as some of the feedback I received from my committee. 
Focus Lab #1 
Date: September 8, 2017 (18 weeks prior to exhibition opening) 
Attendance structure: Thesis committee met in its entirety 
 For this first focus lab, I wanted to offer my committee the opportunity to 
experience the space on their own before I gave them any information about my 
intentions; thus, I asked them to walk around and explore the exhibit space without me. 
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Afterward, we walked through the space as a group and I presented all of the materials 
and concepts I had prepared. 
Materials and Concepts Presented to Committee. 
• The Water Room: I presented several large panels of crocheted material. 
• The Fire Room: I presented an image of burning coals, a doodle filled with 
swirling shapes, and a fire-influenced soundscape by Carlo Giordani. 
• The Air Room: I presented a battery-powered pinwheel prototype. 
• The Spirit Room: I presented a pepper’s ghost prototype, along with examples of 
how I intended to have the other installations 
“bleed” into the pepper’s ghost by placing elements 
from the other installations into the Spirit Room.  
• The Earth Room: I presented the idea that this 
installation would be located in the thoroughfare 
between the different installations in the exhibit. 
•  I presented the diagram in Figure 9 to the 
committee to show how I intended to use the space.  
Feedback from Committee. To begin, the committee was worried about the 
scope and timeline of the project. They acknowledged that this was a large undertaking 
and suggested that I try and find some help. Professor Rajko suggested that I make a 
priority list for myself. She recommended that I identify the value I, personally, placed on 
each task. That way, I would be prepared with specific tasks to abandon, if I ran out of 
time, and still feel as if the project were finished. Later, I would discover that this 
prioritization of tasks was a vital component of my design and development process. 
Figure 9. Early version of 
space usage 
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Taking the site into consideration during the iteration process was of the utmost 
importance to me; thus, we spent some time discussing the space. The general consensus 
from the committee was that the space was quiet, intimate, calming, and almost 
meditative. It was a space that provoked a desire to slow down. The inherent energy felt 
in the space ultimately played a vital role in the vibe felt by those who participated in the 
final exhibition.  
After meeting with my committee members, I was left feeling inspired and 
encouraged. Even though I had a tremendous amount of work ahead, I knew I had their 
support and their confidence in my ability to see the project through to the end. 
Focus Lab #2 
Dates: October 23-27, 2017 (11 weeks prior to exhibition opening) 
Attendance structure: Met with committee members individually 
Materials and Concepts Presented to Committee. 
• The Water Room: I presented a large scale hanging prototype of the crocheted 
material without sound and framed-out walls. 
• The Fire Room: I presented a prototype of a semi-working wall inspired by 
burning coals with billowing blobs made from metal mesh outdoor screen 
material attached to peg board and a pressure sensor to trigger the lights to 
activate and turn on and off. This was presented without sound and framed-out 
walls. 
• The Air Room: I presented five "fully" designed and functioning pinwheels and 
communicated that I would be hosting a pinwheel workshop on November 2, 
2017. This workshop was meant to serve as a way for me to get help building 
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pinwheels, as well as to provide an opportunity for ASU students to engage 
directly in the process of creating large-scale interactive installations. 
• The Spirit Room: By this point in the process, I decided that the pepper’s ghost 
was no longer a viable option. Furthermore, the majority of my attention at this 
time was dedicated to preparing for the pinwheel workshop; therefore, I had not 
yet determined a replacement concept for this space. 
• The Earth Room: Again, my focus was elsewhere; as such, no new progress was 
made with this installation. 
Feedback from committee. Focus lab #2 took place with each of my committee 
members individually; therefore, feedback was one-to-one, and the dialogue was not 
fueled by one committee member expounding on the thoughts or ideas of another. This 
provided me with more of what I would categorize as unfiltered feedback. It was only 
after meeting with all of the members and comparing my notes that I was able to see 
themes emerge. This allowed me to focus my attention and prioritize my time. For 
example, most of my committee members took pause with my plans for the Water Room. 
They thought that my aesthetic approach to the space was too linear for an element as 
fluid as water. Although the final water installation still had a level of linearity to it, I was 
able to create dimensionality in a few different ways: (1) I used latch hooking as a way of 
segmenting the space, (2) I crocheted some of the panels in odd, asymmetrical shapes, 
and (3) I changed the light in the room. Adding blue lighting gels to the fixtures did a lot 
to soften the space and remove the harsh shadows created from the traditional 
incandescent lights which previously lit the space. 
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Another topic of discussion that remained consistent throughout these individual 
focus labs was the matter of the spirit installation. Each committee member helped me 
brainstorm different ideas for this space. However, the suggestion that proved to be the 
most fruitful came from Professor Karen Schupp, my committee chair. From the time I 
acquired the space, the Spirit Room had stuff in it; therefore, I had never spent any decent 
amount of time inside the Spirit Room with it empty. Professor Schupp suggested I 
completely empty the space and spend some time just being in the room.  Of course, this 
should have been obvious to me; after all, I was trying to approach as much of my design 
as I could from an embodied prospective. In that moment, not only did this suggestion 
enable me to imagine the spirit installation, but it also helped me discover that embodied 
exploration is a practice.  
Focus Lab #3 
Date: December 14, 2017 (4 weeks prior to exhibition opening) 
Attendance structure: Thesis committee met in its entirety 
Materials and Concepts Presented to Committee. 
• The Water Room: I presented this room with newly framed-out walls and about 
one-third of my crochet material hung. However, there was no sound at this point. 
• The Fire Room: I presented this room with newly framed-out walls and roughly 
two-thirds of the billowing screen blobs hung in the space. However, at that point 
the pressure sensor was not working and only one wall had lights installed so that 
I could manually turn them on and off. 
• The Air Room: I had fully assembled about 40 pinwheels; however, nothing had 
been installed in the room. 
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• The Spirit Room: I presented the updated concept for this room in which I hung a 
row of tulle across the space parallel to one of the walls and projected polygonal 
shapes on the tulle. The row was about 10 feet long and there was enough room to 
walk fully around the space. 
• The Earth Room: I still had not made any progress with this space. 
Feedback from Committee. This Focus lab was extremely critical. It was my 
chance to show my committee that I was on track to finish and to get last minute 
suggestions and input before my final push to finish the project. At this point, it was clear 
that time was going to be my biggest issue. Although I had a solid month to work, there 
was still a considerable amount of work to complete. However, after this Focus lab, I was 
feeling exceptionally confident in my ability to successfully complete this project. I knew 
there were layers that I was not going to finish, but I also knew that I was going to push 
myself to the breaking point if it meant I could make my vision come to life. 
Focus Lab #4 
Dates: January 5-11, 2018 (week of the exhibition opening) 
Attendance structure: Met with committee members individually 
Materials and Concepts Presented to Committee. 
• The Water Room: I presented this room at roughly 95% completion, including 
material and sound installation.  
• The Fire Room: I presented this room at 100% completion; all the screen blobs, 
LED lights, and pressure sensors were installed and functional.  
• The Air Room: I had installed all of the pinwheels and hexagonal blanks in the 
room and a few of the pinwheels were functioning; however, it was my belief that 
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the nonfunctioning pinwheels merely needed to be calibrated. I had not yet tinted 
the window. 
• The Earth Room: I presented an interactive installation that was based on 
participants’ motion in the space. If participants were still, NASA satellite images 
would cycle slowly, and if participants were moving, the image would freeze. All 
the lattice and the rope in the entryway had not yet been hung. 
• The Spirit Room: The tulle was densely hung throughout the space. The Loscil 
album had been chosen to go in this room only and was not the catalyst for 
making the projected lines move; at this point the lines were still polygonal 
shapes appearing at random. 
Feedback from committee. Overall, the feedback in this focus lab was extremely 
positive. With only days until the opening and quite a few items still to be resolved, I was 
not given many suggestions on changing or improving the exhibition. However, I was 
given a few suggestions and was able to implement all of them before the opening 
exhibition. Professor Jacob Pinholster, a committee member, recommended that I try 
thinning the tulle to help the projection travel further through the space and cover more 
surface area. Since all of my other sound ideas for the exhibit had failed (filling the Air 
Room with the sound of 200 pinwheel motors and amplifying the screen blobs in the Fire 
Room), Professor Rajko suggested that I consider finding a way to use the sound from the 
Spirit Room as a musical score for the rest of the exhibit. Finally, I had always hoped to 
change the randomly shifting polygonal shapes into straight lines that moved and rotated 
in response to sound, but was struggling to find the best way. Professor Tinapple 
suggested the most practical and effective way of accomplishing this task, which was to 
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use Max/MSP to take the live gain data from the sound, feed that data into several 
different scale objects, send the scaled data into several different oscillators, and then 
send the oscillator data into different position and rotation objects that were connected to 
each of the moving lines. 
Focus Lab #4 ½: Soft Opening 
Date: January 8, 2018 (week of the exhibition opening) 
Attendance Structure: Invited participants went through the exhibit from 4:00-5:00 p.m. 
This was an opportunity for me to watch as people went through the space and 
make sure that everything was working properly; the pinwheels were not. It was also a 
chance for me to engage directly with people about the work and rehearse the responses I 
might give when talking to people about the project later. Because this extra focus lab 
happened concurrently with my committee focus lab, those who attended were presented 
with the same installations as those listed above. 
Evaluation of the Process: The Design/Prototyping Process vs. The Choreographic 
Process 
I often find that in the field of dance I have to substantiate the notion that the 
choreographic process is a valid form of research. In my experience, this is not the case in 
the technology realm. I find that the design/prototyping process is not only supported, but 
it is viewed as an excellent means of gathering valid research data. Having an extensive 
background in the choreographic process and having participated in several classes and 
projects that involved the design/prototyping process, I already knew there were 
similarities between the two activities. Therefore, I was excited to use my thesis project 
as a means for identifying the equivalences that exist between these two activities as they 
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relate to my own creative process, and I hoped that in identifying these parallels I would 
develop better language for supporting the choreographic process as a valid form of 
research. In an effort to be thorough, though, I also needed to consider and identify the 
differences I discovered between the processes.  
To identify the equivalences between the two processes, I asked myself a few 
questions. What are the parallels between my choreographic process and the 
design/prototyping process? How are the two processes different? How does my 
background in one inform the other? How do these discoveries inform my creative 
process moving forward? 
The similarities I discovered between my choreographic process and my 
design/prototyping process are numerous. Both processes are task-driven and begin with 
a concept or idea that leads to an outcome—usually a physical manifestation of that 
concept or idea. Both processes require exploration and a certain level of openness and 
vulnerability. Both consider audience point-of-view and are staged in some capacity. 
Both processes yield invaluable information that drives the process forward to an 
outcome, and both allow myself and participants to see things from a different point-of-
view.  
The differences between my choreographic process and my design/prototyping 
process were a more difficult to define. Typically, in choreography, the body is the 
medium and, in installation design, the material or the technology is the medium. When 
choreographing a work, the medium or body doesn’t deplete as a material resource 
would. On the other hand, in designing an installation, the physical materials deplete, 
which can be problematic and expensive. In choreography, when the resulting dance 
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piece is performed, the art form-to-audience relationship has elements of separation. In an 
interactive installation, separation between the art form and the audience is minimized. 
Choreography results in something ephemeral and installation design results in something 
either semi-permanent or permanent; however, in both cases the participant retains the 
memory of a lived experience. 
The similarities and differences described here are based entirely on my personal 
choreographic and design/prototyping process experiences. As with most art, there are 
other approaches and methods that differ from my own. However, by identifying these 
similarities and differences I was able to deduce a few personal observations about my 
creative process. There are many ways to choreograph a piece. Therefore, one of the 
hardest things for a choreographer to discover is his/her own choreographic process or 
what steps will yield the most fruitful results. I did not understand my own choreographic 
process until I experienced the design and creation of No Doors.  
For installation design, I discovered that I worked best when I made something, 
tested it, translated that, and scaled it up. When I choreograph, I prefer to make a phrase 
or a section of movement, revise it in collaboration with the dancers, and then add it to 
the larger piece. For both installation design and choreography, I create a road map that 
allows room for concepts to be developed in stages. Once a stage is complete, I can add 
another layer. When I finish the base layer, then I add and refine, add and refine, again, 
and again until either the piece is finished, or I run out of time. As mentioned in focus lab 
#1, the manner in which I accumulate new layers is usually based on the priority I have 
given to a particular element or task. I establish what I can accept as a success if I run out 
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of time and, only after that landmark is achieved, I allow myself to move to the next 
layer.  
With regard to building interdisciplinary IRI installations, I had a limited 
knowledge base with which to begin. Thus, I discovered that, even though a person’s 
level of background knowledge can have an effect on the success of the finished product, 
both choreography and installation work can be done without any prior knowledge. This 
connects to my philosophy about both areas. I believe in a broad understanding of what is 
considered dance and, therefore, that everyone has the ability to produce movement 
compositions. Similarly, I believe that anyone can make art and, therefore, can produce 
art compositions. Although, the more knowledge one has, the more tools one has to 
employ in the creative process. 
Evaluation of the Process: Embodied Exploration 
I believe that, in order to understand something—to really know what it is—
people have to experience it for themselves. They have to embody it. There are three 
ways in which embodiment played a role in this project: in my design, in the participant 
experience, and in what I am referring to as the Being John Malkovich2 Affect. 
In My Design. To best illustrate how I approached my project from an embodied 
perspective I will discuss how I created the Water Room installation. In this room, I 
found myself struggling to choose what sound I was going to use. Should it be rain, a 
flowing river, a waterfall, or a faucet running? It was only by manipulating and touching 
the crocheted material myself that I was able to decide what sound to choose. I became a 
                                                 
2 In the movie Being John Malkovich “a puppeteer discovers a portal that leads literally into the head of 
movie star John Malkovich” (IMDB). 
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participant in the room and I paid attention to how I was physically interacting with the 
material. In this experiment I discovered that I liked to either brush back and forth along 
the fabric or to poke at it. Then, I thought about what it would mean to do these same 
actions with water. I knew immediately that there were two different sounds for which I 
was looking: (1) the sound I would make when brushing my hand through a pool of water 
like I was brushing my hand on the fabric and (2) the sound I would make when dropping 
something heavy, like a rock, into a pool of water—in the same way I was poking my 
hand into the fabric. Thus, I plugged up the sink in the bathroom at the radio station and 
recorded those exact sounds. It was only through this embodied exploration that I was 
able to discover the right sound for the space. 
Furthermore, this same embodied exploration helped me discover the way in 
which I wanted the tactile data I was collecting to trigger the water sounds. My 
intention—though I did not actually accomplish it in the end—was to have different types 
of touch trigger different types of sound. For example, if someone was continuously 
touching the fabric, then the brushing through water sounds would play. If a person was 
poking or punching the material, then the participant would hear the sound of something 
dropping into water. These ideas and this design were only obtained by my personal 
embodied exploration of the materials I was using. 
Embodied exploration also helped me determine the size of the Water Room. I 
wanted the room to feel encapsulating to the participant without being suffocating—like 
floating instead of drowning. As I stood in the center of the room, the temporary framed-
out walls were slowly moved inward until the space felt like I was teetering just on the 
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edge of claustrophobia. It was not a matter of predetermining the room dimensions; I had 
to feel them. 
In the Participant Experience. From the very beginning, I knew I wanted the 
installations I built to be understood fully only when they were experienced. No matter 
how in-depth I described my project with words, no matter what pictures I took or video I 
shot, my work could not be fully understood unless people experienced it for themselves. 
The final outcome of my project would not be the finished exhibit but, rather, the 
participants’ experience of it. 
In the Water Room, for example, no matter how clearly and articulately I 
described the softness of the material or the sounds I recorded, I could not communicate 
the tactile connection one feels when touching the material and immediately triggering 
the sound simply by talking about it. It had to be experienced firsthand. Just as a person 
has to push his or her own hand through water to know and understand what it feels and 
sounds like, the water room had to be experienced to be understood.  
The Being John Malkovich Affect. All those who entered into the exhibit 
entered into a part of me. Because so much of this project came from my own embodied 
explorations of these rooms, materials, technologies, ideas, and elements, all those who 
crossed the threshold into the exhibit immediately became directly connected to the 
embedded history of its creation. As I experienced the profound joy of building this work, 
that energy went into the installations and into the space. Each of the installations in the 
exhibit is a manifestation of my embodied exploration with these materials, this space, 
and these elements. In a manner of speaking, to go through this exhibit is to go through 
me, to know me, to be part of me, to see through me. 
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Evaluation of the Process: Hidden Activity 
It is important to bring hidden activity to the forefront to better understand and 
place value on the hidden activity involved in the process of creating my project. A major 
component of hidden activity is time—the time required to learn, conceptualize, design, 
build, and present. As is the case with most things related to time, changes to the product 
and to me as an artist were inevitable in the hidden activity needed to manifest the final 
No Doors exhibit. To clarify, I am using the term "hidden activity" to refer not to the 
product or outcome an audience sees but to what they do not see. Hidden activity consists 
of the work behind the scenes—all the many tasks that have to be performed as part of 
the process of creating work but are often underappreciated or undervalued. To help 
exemplify the meaning of hidden activity, I will again use the Water Room as an 
example.  
The Water Room was filled with hand-crocheted latch-hooked material that, when 
touched, triggered sounds of water to play in the space. This crocheted latch-hooked 
material was made from 35 bundles of yarn, each consisting of 220 yards of yarn. That is 
enough yarn to run the length of a football field 77 times. 
Immediately, one can see how working with such a massive amount of yarn 
would result in a great deal of hidden activity. However, crocheting and latch-hooking 
was far from the only hidden activity in the Water Room. Before I could begin 
crocheting, a great deal of thought and planning—also hidden activity—went into how I 
was going to approach this idea. I had to decide what color I was going to use, what blend 
of yarn, how big the crocheted pieces needed to be, how to hang the pieces, what water 
sounds to use, how to track participants as they touched the material, and how to house 
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and hide the technology. Some of this planning and ideating was done upfront, and some 
was ongoing throughout the entire process. Additionally, there is the labor before the 
labor. For example, if the hidden activity was the act of crocheting and latch-hooking, 
then the labor before the hidden activity would be going to the store, picking out the yarn, 
purchasing the 35 bundles of yarn, and transporting it home. Ideating and labor 
preparations are both types of labor that often go unrecognized, yet they are vital to the 
process of developing work of this nature. 
In addition to ideating and labor preparations, there are several other components 
of hidden activity that should be highlighted. As I began to transform my ideas and my 
learning into concrete products, my efforts always cycled back to working with the 
materials in a repetitive manner. The repetitive action of crocheting created muscle 
memory so strong that I was able to work without looking at what I was doing. As a 
result, I was able to work on crocheting while I did other activities such as watching a 
dance performance in the dark or listening to a professor’s lecture. It was also important 
to me that the repetitive patterns would be enjoyable for me to perform over and over—
repetition is one of my favorite choreographic tools! To achieve this, I pushed myself to 
discover and then refine the most efficient pattern for performing each activity. My goal 
was to find the place where those actions and that sequence of movements felt good to 
my body. I realized that this process was similar to how we set, rehearse, and refine 
movements in dance. 
Additionally, because of the repetitive and durational nature of this hidden 
activity, memories were forged that connected the labor with something else; it left 
footprints or embedded memories. For example, one of the panels was crocheted over a 
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three-day period wherein I went to see a dance performance each night and worked in the 
dark during the shows. Another example can be seen in the time it took to build the false 
walls. These walls were built by a collaborative effort between my father and me. These 
memories, and so many more, fill this installation—memories that live not only within 
me, but also exist in the inherent energy in the Water Room. 
Yet another component of hidden activity is that it often leads to opportunities for 
new knowledge acquisition. In the Water Room, I experimented with several different 
sensors for tracking motion. Because most of these sensors were new to me, this meant 
that I had to watch several hours of online tutorials to learn how to use and program each 
of the sensors. I was also new to the concepts behind taking data from a sensor and 
sending it to a Max/MSP patch; so, this, too, made it necessary for me to watch many 
more online tutorials.  
 The Water Room—and this could be said for each of the installations—was quite 
an ambitious undertaking and it took months for me to personally develop and manifest 
all the materials and elements for the space. This brings me to the final component of 
hidden activity; it can often require a great deal of endurance.  
Prior to beginning this project, I did not understand the importance of hidden 
activity in the work I was creating; I could not imagine the magnitude of the hidden 
activity that would be required or how the hidden activity would directly impact and 
inform the way I created my project. The process of bringing No Doors to life taught me 
that, when I create work at my fullest capacity, I need space and time to do the hidden 
activity. When that part of the process is rushed or minimized, the work suffers in both its 
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outcome and the experience of making it. For me, hidden activity was where the joy 
existed in the work I made. 
Although the hidden activity is not meant to be seen by participants, this does not 
mean that it should not been recognized. While one might not like seeking glory by 
aggressively pointing to all the hard work he or she put into a project, it is still important 
to acknowledge the experience from a holistic perspective. As a result of my personal 
experience designing and creating interdisciplinary IRI installations, I have concluded 
that hidden activity has the most potential for continued future research. This is because I 
think it is a significant factor in designing and creating successful products and yielding 
successful outcomes in any field. For instance, what is the hidden activity for a teacher, 
casino worker, firefighter, choreographer, dancer, factory worker, software developer, or 
lawyer? Does society place higher value on things that appear to have required a greater 
amount of effort? What are the implications of this for a field like dance in which we 
strive to reduce the perceived effort to be as little as possible?  
Evaluation of the Product 
In order to illustrate how I felt about the success of this project, I think it best to 
revisit the moments right before the exhibit opened. The moments before I opened the 
doors to my thesis exhibition were very intense, much like a scene in a movie just before 
the moment when everything changes. The characters and the audience are filled with 
anxiety—the good kind. They hope everything is going to be okay and know that if 
everything works out, it is going to be more amazing that anyone could have dreamed.  
My thesis exhibition was supposed to open at six o’clock in the evening and, 
naturally, as time got closer, I became rather anxious. Some of my family and friends 
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were there, frantically working to get all the last-minute issues resolved. The biggest and 
most pressing issue was that of the pinwheels overheating and not working.  
5:03 p.m. Darren—my brother-in-law—and I are rushing to get everything fixed 
and reinstalled in the air room. Still refusing to believe that I am only going to get half of 
the pinwheels working, I begin spiraling into an intense fit of emotion as I keep checking 
the time on my Swatch watch. Only hours earlier, none of these pinwheels were working 
so, at this point, I should be thrilled to have any of them working at all. Meanwhile, I am 
also slinging last minute directions around to the people who are there to help me finish 
the preparations. We need a dongle so my friend Becca can set up the projection in the 
lobby, we need everything vacuumed, I need to get changed and put on make-up, and the 
rest of the installations still need to be turned on. 
5:26 p.m. I am still with Darren trying to get my installation to work, sobbing, 
shaking hands, and hyperventilating out of anxiety and excitement. I am both terrified 
and elated to be at this point in my journey, but I am wishing I had just one more day, one 
more hour, one more minute. 
5:35 p.m. People are already in the lobby waiting. Finally, I give into time and 
leave the months of my labor with those pinwheels in Darren’s capable hands so that I 
can leave and get everything else ready to go. Moving swiftly, I begin to turn on each of 
the different installations. 
5:51 p.m. Darren is hanging the last panel of pinwheels and someone is 
vacuuming the room as I turn on the power to the pinwheels. 
5:52 p.m.  I meet Becca just as I am heading back to change, and I stop, hug her, 
and proceed to sob on her shoulder for as long a time as I can spare. 
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5:53 p.m. Becca and I are in my office, doing one of the fastest dancer-quick-
changes of our lives. 
6:03 p.m. I kiss my husband—the last remaining person in the exhibition—and 
then shoo him out the door so that I can do one last check of all the rooms before exiting 
to greet my family, friends, professors, and colleagues. 
6:05 p.m. I inhale deeply and open the last remaining door in the exhibition. 
When I look back now, even though only a few of the pinwheels ultimately 
worked, I am happy with the Air Room. I learned a great deal in the process of 
developing that space. Aesthetically, the Air Room is quite lovely. One of the survey 
participants said, “The room was underappreciated. Even though the room didn't work 
exactly as planned, the idea itself is so freaking cool.” Had the pinwheels been 
functioning as intended, the design of the space would have been very conducive to 
participants using movement as the mechanism for change. Regardless, the Air Room 
offered participants a great deal of exploration. Because all the pinwheels were not 
functioning, participants tried a variety of activities to trigger the pinwheels to spin and 
slow down. People would blow on the pinwheels to make them spin, wave their arms 
around to make them spin and slow down, and spin the pinwheels themselves with a 
finger. Even though their exploration was not what I envisioned or intended for the space, 
it was still extremely interactive. 
 The Fire Room was fairly unsuccessful—especially in comparison to some of the 
other rooms. My theory about why this room was not as well received is that the lights 
did not illuminate fast enough to catch people’s attention. In contrast, the Water Room 
invited exploration through touch. Regardless of how people discovered that the water 
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room was activated by touch, they understood the rules of the space enough to begin to 
explore and play as soon as they made that discovery. In the Earth Room, there was a 
chair that invited people to sit and watch the screen. In that space people would either sit, 
watch, and wonder or they would move in an effort to control the image on the screen. In 
the Air Room, some pinwheels were moving, and some were not. The desire to 
understand what made the pinwheels move fueled people’s movement and desire to 
explore the possibilities of the space. The Spirit Room could be seen from almost every 
other space in the installation and was filled with sound and projections. It was evident 
from almost any vantage point that the Spirit Room was meant to be explored. People 
were definitely enticed to move in and out of the fabric. However, in the Fire room, 
people’s head would often be turning in a new direction by the time the lights turned on. 
Most people did not understand how the room worked. Typically, this isn’t a problem if 
people are still engaged and still feel a desire to continue exploring the space. However, I 
don’t believe this is what happened. From what I observed, most people spent very little 
time in that space. 
With all of that said, this room was one of my favorite rooms to make. Not only 
was the process of making the blobs and installing the LED lights enjoyable and 
fulfilling, but I loved the sculptural nature of the piece. Of course, I was incredibly 
disappointed that I did not implement the sound amplification of the blobs, but I really 
liked the way the room looked and felt. Some of my own feelings about this space are 
reflected in a survey response which stated “To me it felt like an intentionally darker 
mood than the other rooms but it didn't feel claustrophobic or intimidating at all. Instead 
it felt comforting.” 
  
67 
 The best way for me to express my feelings about the Earth Room—both the 
Earth Entrance installation and the Earth Projection installation—is to say, “They got the 
job done.” Although the ropes at the Earth Entrance were relatively effective at 
introducing participants to the necessity for touch in the exhibit, not everyone got the 
message. This was evidenced by this survey response, “I may have missed it but I am so 
used to not touching art that I think it should be stated people can touch or not touch stuff 
in the rooms.” Had I been able to connect the ropes to the sensors in the way I had 
planned, it would have been clearer to participants that their presence and/or tactile 
connections with the installations would trigger reactive responses in the exhibit.   
I never planned to explicitly tell participants they were allowed to touch the 
installations; instead, my intention was that the Earth Entrance installation would 
communicate that. Of course, the majority of participants understood on their own; 
however, I think it would have been more impactful had the ropes been fully realized. 
As for the other part of the Earth Room, the Earth Projection installation 
definitely fulfilled its job of hiding my workshop area, and I am pleased with my choice 
of content. However, I would have loved more time to conceptualize and develop a 
completely different piece for this part of the project. Despite that, I was not unhappy 
with this installation and my favorite part was the seated area—if for no other reason than 
it served as device for helping me make new discoveries about what it means for 
participation to be considered active. Although I still believe proscenium-style 
performance encourages participants to be relatively sedentary, I recognize now that, 
even in a sedentary state, people are still quite active. The mind, the emotions, and the 
potential for kinesthetic listening are all possible in a sedentary state; as such, there is 
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definitely potential for active observation and/or participation. All of this is summarized 
quite nicely with one participant’s feedback, which stated “The earth room, which 
featured no interactivity and allowed a meditative state, was the most meaningful to me. I 
appreciate art that allows the viewer to self-reflect, and the simplicity of that room 
created that kind of environment.” 
 The Spirit Room was, ultimately, one of the most satisfying installations to 
complete and was, without a doubt, the favorite of the majority of survey participants. 
When it came to developing this installation, I worked closely with Professor Tinapple. 
Creating this piece was authentically and naturally collaborative, in that Professor 
Tinnaple helped me generate ideas and then manifest those ideas in a manner that was 
supportive and yet left plenty of room for me to find my own way. With Professor 
Tinnaple’s assistance and the focus lab feedback from my committee, the Spirit Room 
became an installation that wholly demonstrated the type of active physical interactivity I 
was seeking from participants in this project. When asked if the work inspired physical 
movement, one of the survey participants responded, “The spirit room drew the most 
immediate urge to move, I felt as though the space were moving with me.” 
Not only was I thrilled with the Spirit Room, but so were the participants. Out of 
the 88 participants that were surveyed, 50 declared the Spirit Room to be the installation 
that was the “most meaningful.” This survey response from one of the participants 
excellently summarized how several people felt about the Spirit Room, as it says “This 
room also made me feel comforted and entranced with the elements of unity/harmony. 
The music, lighting, and fabric together created a peaceful experience that felt cohesive 
and balanced.” 
  
69 
The Water Room was my favorite to experience and the space of which I am most 
proud to have created. This space was both inviting and explorative and successfully 
encouraged active participation. One of the survey participants stated, “I love the playful 
use of materials, the knitted surface was soft to the touch and invited a tactile 
interaction.” 
I loved seeing the people closest to me enjoy the Water Room. They would look 
at me with joy on their faces, not only because they knew me personally and knew how 
much work I had put into the piece, but also because, like me, they genuinely enjoyed the 
sensations of the space. Their explorations of the installation and the look on their faces 
were perfect reflections of how I felt on the inside. In those moments, I knew they were 
embodying me because they were me. 
In each of the rooms, physical movement and the body were two of the priorities 
that drove design. I had specific physical actions and/or interactions that I wanted to 
explore. It was only after these physical actions were established that the technology 
would enter into the experience. In other words, the technology did not drive the design. 
Instead, it enhanced it. With that said, I believe it was the movement, the body, the 
aesthetics, and the technology together that drove participants to actively engage with the 
work. 
In addition, on some level, all the installations were interactive. In the Spirit 
Room and Earth Room, the interactivity was confined to the participant, in that the 
interactivity did not trigger a change to the installation. However, the presence of a 
participant in those spaces had the potential to change the ambiance of the environment 
for others—depending on how the person chose to engage with the work. In the Water 
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Room, the Fire Room, and the Air Room, participants’ interactivity initiated changes in 
the installations. In the Water Room, the sound changed; in the Fire Room, the lights 
changed; and in the Air Room, the motion of the pinwheels changed. Each of these 
installations could also be considered reactive, as they were all affected by the presence 
of the participants. 
The Spirit Room, the Water Room, and the Fire Room were all immersive, in that 
the installations almost completely transformed the physical spatial environment. In other 
words, I believe that, as it relates to the work I create, in order for the work to be 
considered immersive, it should encapsulate participants as much as possible. It is for this 
reason that I would not consider the Air Room nor the Earth Room immersive. 
Additionally, although I consider the Spirit Room, the Water Room, and the Fire Room 
to be immersive, they were not fully immersive because the open door, floor, and ceiling 
were not part of the reactive elements of the installation. I recognize the window inside 
the Water Room and the Fire Room were also not part of the reactive elements of those 
spaces; however, those windows had a direct line-of-sight into the Spirit Room where 
tulle and projections completely filled the view of participants. This direct line-of-sight 
helped create a sense of connectivity between the rooms and helped to reinforce the 
aesthetic notion that Spirit was on the other side of the glass. One of the survey 
participants said, 
They [sic] windows between the rooms were really cool; being able to see other 
people interact with the other rooms gave me a moment to disconnect from 
interacting with my own room and just exist in that space, like a reprieve from the 
pressure of being an experiencer of the installation. There was a voyeuristic 
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element to this perception, which was also weirdly self-reflective (What am I but 
that which I see before me in the other room, on the other side of the glass?) 
This survey response exemplifies the sense of interconnectivity that I hoped to cultivate 
in my use of the windows. 
The exhibition itself was eight days of pure awesomeness. Over three hundred 
people passed through the ropes and made their way through the No Doors exhibit. 
Personal conversations and survey feedback have made it clear to me that I succeeded in 
creating a series of interdisciplinary interactive/reactive/immersive installations that 
promoted active observations and/or participation. 
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CONCLUSION 
 Reflecting on my project and compiling this document helped me see the 
appreciable value in the work I have accomplished and helped me understand why my 
process and project matter. For me, personally, the significance of the process and project 
is knowledge acquisition. I acquired substantial knowledge concerning technical aspects 
for this project such as working with sensors, building analog circuitry, coding in 
Arduino, and programming in Max/MSP. Through extensive self-reflection, I also gained 
considerable knowledge about my creative process—knowledge about how I work, what 
I enjoy in the work I make, and what fuels and motivates me. 
When I began the project, I was only aware of four main areas present in the 
work I create; however, now I would add two more: hidden activity and embodied 
exploration. I firmly believe that the success of my project was, in part, the result of 
hidden activity and embodiment, both of which were critical to my creative process. In 
addition, I would refine the area concerning video and sound to encompass other forms of 
technology not directly related to video or sound, such as my use of LED’s in the Fire 
Room.  
For a very long time, I struggled in trying to identify where “dance” was in my 
project. It was an issue to which I returned over and over again. It was also a question 
that people often asked when I told them about my project. From on the beginning, I 
explained that movement was an integral part of my design and that the installations were 
based on and built around movement. Although I now believe this to be true, whenever I 
said it in the past, it felt disingenuous. I cannot identify when it happened, though, only 
that it did happen. Eventually, I not only came to believe that dance was an integral part 
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of the project, but I also realized it was one of the most exciting aspects of my project. I 
now understand that because of my dance background, movement will always be part of 
the work I create. It is part of who I am and, in turn, is an embedded part of my artistic 
aesthetic. 
The final component I deduced from this project—one that I am trying to make a 
priority moving forward—is the need to create more space in my creative practice and in 
my life for self-care and rest. 
The knowledge I have acquired—both about technology and my creative 
process—matters to me because it can inform the way I work, give me a better beginning 
place for new projects, and allow me to have a better understanding of my time. When I 
am evaluating whether or not I should execute a project, I can ask myself if I will have 
time to go through the process I need while still leaving room for downtime. I now know 
that I must have the ability and the time to fully explore and embody the conceptual ideas 
and physical materials with which I will be working in a given project. 
I am excited to apply these practices to future projects and to share some of my 
new knowledge with others. In the future, I hope to produce a series of digital materials 
via my website, YouTube, Gethub, and Instructables that will help others who want to 
build this kind of work—specifically with regard to working with sensors, Arduino, 
Max/MSP, and simple circuitry. In the process of making my exhibition, I did a great 
deal of Internet digging and searching to find examples from other people’s projects that I 
could piece together to create what I needed. In most cases, the documentation was not 
clear and left me with even more questions. Therefore, it is my intention to produce 
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quality instructional materials—the kind that would have been helpful to me in creating 
this exhibition.  
By producing the resource material mentioned above, I will share some of the 
knowledge I have acquired and extend the importance of my project beyond myself. My 
intention is to make high-quality videos with clear, supportive documentation (circuit 
diagrams, code examples, links to procuring materials, etc.) and to ensure that the videos 
are labeled well so that they are easily accessible through search engines. These materials 
have the potential to be valuable tools for those interested in open source, DIY projects. 
Another reason this project matters is that it addresses the need for embodiment as 
part of the design process. As I have illustrated throughout this document, using 
embodiment as a design tool gave me a rich understanding of installation design and 
building. Furthermore, by putting myself in the position of participant, I was able to gain 
a better understanding of how participants could engage with the work. It is my hope that 
others will be inspired by my insights regarding embodiment to give more importance to 
it in their own design work. 
With regard to hidden activity, the ideas presented in this document have potential 
for future research, especially in creative work. As a result of exploring this concept, I 
began to ask questions pertaining to the implications of hidden activity. However, I am 
sure there are other questions that could be asked. For example, can we use better 
language to help demonstrate the value of hidden activity in the creative process? What 
skills are developed in the process of hidden activity? Can those skills be translated or 
used in other realms of life? This is not the time to be exhaustive with these questions 
  
75 
because the hope is that the conclusions of this project will help fuel future discussions 
around such topics. 
The final two aspects of this project that should be addressed come from the 
exhibit. A huge component of the design for this project was providing participants with 
the opportunity for agency in their experience. I believe that I gave my audience agency 
at a time when many people in the current sociopolitical environment do not feel as if 
they have agency and are seeking it. I did not begin this project with that particular 
objective in mind, but I am happy that it was an unintended by-product. 
In addition to agency, there were other benefits for the students who attended the 
exhibition. In the School of Arts Media and Engineering, students take many classes and 
create many projects geared toward building interactive installations. Often, their only 
access to the works they are learning about is through pictures and video. Rarely do they 
have direct access to interactive installations on the scale provided by this project. 
Several student groups made their way through the exhibit and, afterward, met with me to 
discuss my process and the final product—giving those students easy, free, and direct 
access to both the interactive installations and the artist who designed them. 
I could not be more excited about the work I created throughout this project. I am 
equally excited about having discovered new approaches to making art that not only fuel 
me creatively but also ignite my curiosity for future possibilities—both artistically and 
pedagogically. As a result of my No Doors experience, I unequivocally consider myself, 
from this point forward, an interdisciplinary artist who works with a multitude of 
different media including, but not limited to, movement, digital media design, projection 
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design, production design, sculpture, live video manipulation, and sensor technologies. I 
look forward to sharing my new knowledge and creating new interdisciplinary works. 
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Questions participants were asked: 
1. What space was most meaningful to you and why? 
2. Was there anything that distracted or frustrated you and why? 
3. Did the work inspire you to physically move? Please explain. 
4. Is there other feedback you can offer about your experience engaging with the 
work? 
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APPENDIX B 
MOST MEANINGFUL SPACES ~ THE NUMBERS 
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Most Meaningful Spaces ~ the Numbers 
What space was most meaningful to you and why? (Question #1) 
 
Space Number Percent  
Spirit 50 57% 
Water 16 18% 
Fire 7 8% 
Earth 6 7% 
Air 4 5% 
   
All Spaces 2 2% 
Multiple Spaces 2 2% 
No Space 1 1% 
   
Total 88 100% 
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APPENDIX C 
MOST MEANINGFUL SPACES ~ THE REASONS 
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Most Meaningful Spaces ~ the Reasons 
What space was most meaningful to you and why? (Question #1) 
 
What Made it 
Meaningful? 
Representative comments from the surveys 
The Exhibit as a Whole 
No Doors: an 
inspiration to 
make more art 
It inspired me to dance. I want to respond to the space with movement. I am 
hoping to get a chance to film a short dance project in there and I know that I am 
not the only person that expressed that desire. I think it is beautiful that other 
people are responding to the work with photography, with dance, someone even 
mentioned they had a magical connection in the pinwheel room with a stranger.  
I just found it all really cool and fascinating how dance and technology worked 
so well hand in hand and it inspired me to combine arts with technologies too 
someday since I'm originally a Computer Science major! 
Harmony of 
the exhibit 
Every part of the exhibition felt like it was connected to every other part 
Such a variety of themes brought such a beautiful unity and Balance. 
Human 
interconnections 
… it provided an opportunity to see other people interact with the space. 
They windows between the rooms were really cool, being able to see other 
people interact with the other rooms gave me a moment to disconnect from 
interacting with my own room and just exist in that space, like a reprieve from 
the pressure of being a experiencer of the installation. There was a voyeuristic 
element to this perception, which was also weirdly self-reflective (What am I but 
that which I see before me in the other room, on the other side of the glass?) 
I also liked that this was the observation room that could preview the other 
spaces, which makes sense for "spirit" to flow through all other elements. 
As I found myself taking in all the sensory experiences of the room [the Water 
Room], mostly touch, I recognized that everyone else was doing the same thing. 
As this three person group stood in the room, caressing the soft fabric, I began to 
think "how many people have touched this?" "What were the others experiencing 
and thinking?" "What memories or emotions does this bring up?" 
I think that for me the windows were actually a big deal. Especially after the 
theme was explained it was pretty powerful to me that everything was connected 
to the spirit room by these windows and also on the reverse. 
Permission to 
touch the art 
I really like how we were able to touch the different techniques she had. With 
this being hands-on, I was able to enjoy it more. Rather than going to look at 
something and always having someone say “do not touch”. So that is something 
I really appreciate.   
I loved experiencing the art rather than just gazing upon it. 
Art is often postured as something we are not supposed to touch. Overcoming 
this mental hang up was rewarded with the sound of water drops [in the water 
room]. 
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What Made it 
Meaningful? 
Representative comments from the surveys 
Chance to 
interact with  
the art 
I felt that the interactions were intuitive and allowed for easy movement 
throughout. 
[What was most meaningful] The water room because it is sensitive to you. 
[What was most meaningful] The water and crochet room because I could tell 
how I influenced the sound the clearest. 
I honestly love art you can interact with. I would love to see more, no joke. 
I enjoyed visiting and engaging with the work. I loved it physically and 
mentally. It made you think, which is what I enjoyed most along with it visually. 
Being able to interact with it [Water Room] and getting feedback immediately 
made you feel immersed and created an escape. 
I found myself being interested in the fact that just my presence affected the 
room. 
I thoroughly enjoyed the experience. My only suggestion would be to make it 
more interactive if possible. I liked the fans and the room with the fabric hanging 
from the ceiling because I was interacting with them so much. I think more 
interaction would be more fun. 
I also liked that it was all Interactive which allowed me to have a greater 
connection with the art. 
Sometimes art can be a little boring when you just look at it. So it was pretty 
cool to be able to interact with the work and get the full experience and 
understanding of it all. 
Being 
immersed, 
 being part of it 
It was interesting to be so immersed in the artist's work. 
I felt immersed in the pleasure, perhaps the passing through of the texture and 
light created the immersion. 
It encouraged me to feel melty and want to cover as much of the material with 
all parts of my body, not just my hands. I want the rooms to hug me, so I was 
inclined to sink into the walls, and shift my weight very slowly as I walked 
around. 
Being in the room [the Water Room] and having the splash sounds come from 
any direction almost made it feel like you were underwater. I thought that that 
made it very successful with immersion. 
It [the Spirit Room] was the most immersive experience in the whole installation 
as both my sight and touch were completely focused on my environment due to 
its invasive nature. You had no choice but to be immersed in it. 
Air Room 
Intrigued by it 
The room was under appreciated, even though the room didn't work exactly as 
planned, the idea itself is so freaking cool. 
Although it wasn't working properly, but if it works as expected, it would be 
really fun to watch and play with. It is an interesting live example of conversion 
of light energy to kinetic energy and then to wind energy. It is a good piece of 
work to get installed in public places. People can actually spend time with it and 
play with it. They can cast shadows of different shapes and sizes on the wall and 
then some pinwheels will stop moving making that exact shape! 
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What Made it 
Meaningful? 
Representative comments from the surveys 
Earth Room 
Peaceful 
… watching the water flow by. Again, it felt so peaceful. 
The room that projected the scene of a river flowing with serene music playing 
was my favorite due to the fact that it was soothing to listen and watch the scene. 
I think the most meaningful space for me was the looping river video. It had a 
very meditative, calming quality to it. 
Meditative 
The earth room, which featured no interactivity and allowed a meditative state, 
was the most meaningful to me. I appreciate art that allows the viewer to self-
reflect, and the simplicity of that room created that kind of environment. 
Water Room 
Cozy 
It felt like a cocoon and it made me feel cozy along with at home. The material 
that was all around the space really helped with these feelings and softened 
myself to a degree. I wanted to just hug the room and lay down in there. 
I found solace in the room as it reminded me of the warmth and protection 
offered by a blanket. Moreover, I also appreciated the inconsistency of the 
texture insomuch as it is congruent with the inconsistencies of life. 
Calming 
It was very satisfying to stand in and made me feel less stressed. 
I found the combination of the soft textures and water sounds to be calming. 
Invited 
interactivity 
I love the playful use of materials, the knitted surface was soft to the touch and 
invited a tactile interaction. 
It felt like I was drawn to feel the walls similar to say the surface of water. 
Note: For more on “inviting interactivity” see comments in “Chance to interact 
with the art’ in the first section of this chart. 
Fire Room 
Cozy, calming, 
and comforting 
The metal mesh room. Felt cozy, comfortable, calming. 
The most meaningful space to me was the "heat" room with the red lights, this 
gave me a feeling of being surrounded and was almost eerie in a sense. 
To me it felt like an intentionally darker mood than the other rooms but it didn't 
feel claustrophobic or intimidating at all. Instead it felt comforting. 
Infinite feeling 
… being in the space made me feel as though I were in "outer space," where we 
might see twinkling stars and swirling forms of dark matter. What made this 
space most meaningful to me was the fact that, for just a moment, it took away 
my sense of boundary, even if the walls themselves were actually quite close 
together. 
Warm 
The room had a soft pinkish-grayish color palette that was somehow soothing 
despite the cold smoothness of the wire mesh. Walking through it and 
experiencing the warm atmosphere given by the light while touching the cold 
metal's texture was a strange experience. 
Spirit Room 
Other worldly 
… being in that room was like moving into another dimension - so peaceful, and 
beautiful, and calming 
… beautiful with its imagery and maze-like feel. 
If I could describe it in one word it would have to be ethereal. 
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What Made it 
Meaningful? 
Representative comments from the surveys 
I felt unreal in that room, like nothing else mattered besides me enjoying the 
room it made me forget about my reality in a sense. 
It felt like walking through the clouds. 
It had an almost psychedelic effect when walking through it, putting you at ease 
as you do so. 
When I walked into the room it felt like I was being transported to this magical 
realm of fairies. 
Calming 
I felt like the space had a calm and mysterious rhythm due to the music. 
This gave the room a sense of relaxation. While passing through the curtains 
hanging from the ceiling, I felt a relief from stress. It truly felt like I was in 
another world. A world of peace along with the music playing in the 
background. 
The soft soothing music and the animations projected on to the fabric was so 
calming to take in. With how stressful my week has been and that day it was 
almost euphoric. 
Inspiring 
Wonder and joy 
I felt a complete sense of joy.  I think i actually said, "I feel so happy."  I think 
the lightness and ephemeral texture of the fabric with the playful light changes 
transported me from the everydayness to delight and wonder. 
It brought out the child in me when I used to do ballet. The tool was a vivid 
reminder, and it made me feel free to do just whatever I wanted to do and be. 
It made me feel wonder. 
Infinite feeling 
I didn't know where the edges of the room were or how much further I could go - 
it felt like an infinity room without mirrors, very cool. 
The ghost-like fabric seemed endless. 
Harmony 
This room also made me feel comforted and entranced with the elements of 
unity/harmony. The music, lighting, and fabric together created a peaceful 
experience that felt cohesive and balanced 
I also liked that this was the observation room that could preview the other 
spaces, which makes sense for "spirit" to flow through all other elements. 
 
  
  
87 
APPENDIX D 
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Distracting or Frustrating Elements 
Was there anything that distracted or frustrated you and why? (Question #2) 
Nothing distracting or frustrating 23 
How were people distracted or frustrated? 
Confused about how it worked or didn't work - Pinwheels 16 
Confused about how it worked or didn't work - Other 10 
Didn’t like something* 11 
Bothered by other people - too many or too close 7 
Felt there was not enough time 2 
Just didn’t get it 2 
Missed olfactory stimulation 1 
Thought it was not the right venue for the exhibit 1 
Wanted more 1 
Irritated by something:   
Heat and/or light in Air Room 7 
The water sound 5 
Tulle touching the body 1 
Windows - allowing others to watch me 1 
Music - eerie 1 
Total comments about the exhibit 66 
 What about the different spaces? 
Air Room  
Pinwheels 16 
Heat 6 
Light 2 
Room out of place in the exhibit 1 
Earth Room  
Confused by lack of interactivity 6 
Didn’t like lack of interactivity 5 
Just didn't get it 2 
The space (location, openness) 2 
Risk of splinters 1 
Water Room  
The sound  5 
Confusion about some aspect 1 
Fire Room  
Confusion about some aspect 3 
Lighting 1 
Spirit Room  
Being touched 1 
Comments specific to one of the five spaces  
(out of the 66 comments above) 
47 
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*Things that folks didn’t like: lack of interactivity in Earth Room, risk of splinters in Earth 
Room, location and openness of Earth Room, and lighting in Fire Room. Also, someone felt the 
Air Room was out of place in the exhibit and another that it was oddly humid in the Station. 
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Inspiration to Move 
Did the work inspire you to physically move? Please explain. (Question #3) 
Of the 88 survey responses, only 2 participants indicated they were not inspired to move. 
For the other 86, some of the movement described was inevitable in the environment—
moving from room to room and touching the art work in the process of interacting with it. 
One survey response described this type of movement as follows: 
“I feel like technically yes, because of the nature of interactivity there has to be 
some kind of movement, however, I feel like movement outside of my typical 
gestures wasn't exactly my first reaction.”  
 
However, many others described much more fluid movement. Some typical statements: 
• Two spaces inspired me to start dancing. Both the spirit room and the projection 
in the hallway had me start silently grooving. 
• Oh yes! And I did - float and dance around in the Spirit room. 
• In the water room I rolled around the room so it would make water noises. 
• I--and others that I observed--made the motions that one would make when 
imitating a frog swimming from a standing position in order to navigate the room. 
It was interesting to see such a nonsense motion (frogs don't actually swim like 
that) being used practically. 
• I knew I controlled the space by my physicality. 
• The spirit room drew the most immediate urge to move, I felt as though the space 
was moving with me.  Water made me want to do contact improv with the space 
and the sounds. 
• Yes to roll on the floor in spirit room. 
• What moved me physically was the music. The repetition of it all brought the 
entire exhibit together into a dream like state. I felt at true peace while I was 
within the area. Almost like we were floating on air. 
• The work absolutely inspired to move. From the moment you walk in you are 
greeted by pieces of rope hanging from the ceiling and I jumped as soon as I 
heard the water in the crochet room. It scared my boyfriend too when we visited it 
later and he started to move flowy like with the water. So it didn't just inspire me 
to move, but him too.  
• Yes! I have a background in Performance Art and the tulle room intrigued me to 
want to move around more freely and tempted me to experiment with "flowy" 
body movements that were corresponding to the movement of the ribbon.    
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Some Suggestions for the Artist 
Is there other feedback you can offer about your experience engaging with the work? 
(Question #4) 
 
• Grow this body of work, maybe to bigger spaces that can really engulf you. 
• Use a larger space so there can be more. 
• Add some sort of pattern or texture to the walls that matches the themes of those 
rooms. 
• Add single words or relevant phrases to appropriate objects to give viewers a better 
sense of the theme or purpose behind the project. 
• Add names to the rooms. 
• Not have the water sounds come in so loudly and abruptly. 
• Give more depth to the sound aspect of the work. 
• Add more tactile experience to the Earth Room–maybe some varied wind blowing 
and a pine essential oil diffuser for scent. 
• Add more projectors to the Spirit Room as some of the nets/curtains do not get the 
light. 
• Allow only five people through at a time. 
• Use LED panels from the Film Department as the light source for the pinwheels.  
• [Air Room] If I was to recreate this amazing idea, I would've done a couple things 
differently: I would've purchased two-three peg boards (like the ones used to hang 
tools) attached by hinges and painted grey to contrast the white of the fans. I would've 
used a lot more smaller fans to allow for greater definition of the audiences "shadow" 
(and potentially cheaper, too.) On the wall opposite of the fans I would've used a 
kinect to track the person interacting with the piece.  
 
Each person’s experience was unique—as evidenced by the opposite suggestions offered 
by these two participants: 
Person 1: I may have missed it but I am so used to not touching art that I think it 
should be stated people can touch or not touch stuff in the rooms. 
 
Person 2: I really like how we weren't told how to interact with the installations; it 
was fun trying to figure them out on my own and formulating my own 
explanations on how they worked. 
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ARTIST STATEMENT 
Provoked by my thirst for knowledge, I yearn to create work that will challenge, 
grow, and inform my ideas. It is from this place of continued self-exploration that I 
approach the process of creating art. I am an interdisciplinary artist who works with a 
multitude of different media including, but not limited to, classical and contemporary 
movement techniques, digital media design, projection design, production design, 
sculpture, live video manipulation, and sensor technologies. I create work that prioritizes 
the body and physical movement as well as the crafting of physical materials and the 
manipulation of technology. Aesthetically, my work often includes components of 
repetition and accumulation, while still leaving room for agency and interactivity, both 
for myself and for others. 
 
